
misT^^ 



WITH 


AN ORIGINAL COMMENTARY IN ENGLISH 


MAHIMAHOPADHYAYA GANGANATHA/HA, 1). Litt. 



PUBMSHBn By 


SDDHiNDRA NaTHA VASU 

FROM THB PANIiyr OFWOB. BHOVANBSWARi IvS'RAMA, BAHADURGANJ 

BHababao 

Printbd by Ranch Kory Mittra at ths I Net an Prhss 

19U 



/v;-V 

Jo^ hj II f 



AS • OOOl^^ 





H7 


THi; I’III!VA-.(II«iKSA-SllTliAS Of JAimNI 

WITH AN OHlfilNATj OOMMBNTABY IN E.VaHSH. 

first a]:)hyAya. 

MRANS of AOQUfRLN-a Rrafir KYOWLKDGIR OF DUTY. 

P’lBST PaDA. 

the TARKA-POr.EMTCAT.—PADA. 


AcMkamna /. -Nea-mit,, of Ike embodied U 

the Sutras. 


sOtra 1. 


II ? n I 


,--A T, -.14 Dharma, dutv-raamr 

JijnAsA, desire to know, enquiry, ^ 

i„ be) u,l inquirv into 

(the nuture ol; Duty. —1. 

COMMENTARY. 

When ihe ,«alb to l,i, t|,„ i<,,t • SvMI,y.l™- 

ll,oV„lasltouMI,„ otodiod a donbt i^ M, 

tl« wo d, of tbe Ve,i,o te,„? a|,,.o, af„, i,,,; [ P 

ptocoecl ,0 ban. the ,„oa,.i„g of the to.Ua and tor,be.. d,.elop.„e„„ ,“1 

from.' Ihe fonnoi- ..alorally is tl.o courso that s„g„o,„s iAif to I. „ 

the o„e to 1,0 adopted ; l.o argac, that the study of the Veda has I,oe„ laid 
do,„ ,a,ho Vedat-th„ etady, lhe,.efc..o, ,„„et lead to oo.ne desirable 
lOault , -as the text .tselF doo> not speak of any pa,-tic,dor result, , 7 c muol 

pun., the attain, „e„t of hears,,'to 1,0 that result ;_„3 .,,is „a„l, AT 

by v,r„e of the text itself, be obtain,, I by tbo ,„,re learning of the texts' 
bo study enjoiee, inaslendwitlUhis,—an,l there can l,o „„ „eed A 
justification for prolonging the atinljr after that. 




PURVA-MIMAA'SA-SC'TRAS. I adryAya. 


The above prima facie statement has been called tlie ‘ I’l'lrvapaksa ; 
and in answet’ to tliis we have tiie following final conclusion, which is 
called the ‘ Siddliaiita’ or ‘ accepted viewit is this latter view that is 


embodied in the first aphorism. 

‘ Now’—after the text of the Veda has l)een learnt during residence 
with the teacher,—‘therefore’—because the real Iruit of the learning of 
the text ties in the acrpiiring of the knowledge of its real meaning and 
import,—there must arise ’ the desire to know duty,’ whicli de.sire must be 
the motive for the enquiry into (he nature of duty. It is a universally 
accepted law that, so long as we can trace out a visible result of an act, 
we shall not be justified in postulating an invisible or 


‘ sup(U'-j)hysicar 


result ; and hence in the case in question it follows that, inasmuch as vve 
actually find ‘ the knowledge of the meaning of the texts’ following from 
the knowledge of die texts themselves, there can be no jastification for 


that the learning of the Veda’ leads to ‘ attainment of heaven ; 


and thus there remains nothing for tire above Purvapak^a to stand upon. 


The above is the statement of tlie ‘ topic’ of the Sutra in accordance 
with Kumarila Bhatta’s interpretation of the Bhnsya—called the ‘ Bhat.ta- 
rnata’. The Guru-mata or Prabhakara’s Interpretation is somewhat differ¬ 
ent. It may bo briefly stated as follows :— 

As a matter of fact wo do not find any sucli Vedie text as ‘ the 
should he studied and it is on this presumed text that the above ex{|' 
tion of the ‘ topic'proceeds. We shall take for our basic text, the w: 
known texts ‘ ajt.avarbm bralimanamnpanayita, larnadhyapayita,’ ‘A* 
should initiate the eight-year-old Brahrnana boy and should teach him.’ 
This text, we fiud, lays down the initiating and teaching as a duty,—for 
whom?-for tlie Biihmana who is desirous of acquiring for himself tlie 
title of ‘ Acharya,’ ‘Professor.’ Thus then the teaching by the Professor 
being directly laid down, this same injunction also implies the in¬ 
junction of studying the Veda ; because until the student studies, thei'e is 
no teaching in the proper sense of tlie word. Now the question arises 
‘ Does this studying include the learning of the meaning, &o., also, or 
the mere reading of the verbal text?’ The Purvapak^a standpoint is as 
follows “ The enjoined teaching by the Professor cannot imply tlie learn¬ 
ing, by the student, of the meaning also ; because even though the .student 
may not learn the meaning, if the Professor has succeeded in making him 
learn the verbal text, his work of teaching is thereby accomplisbed and the 
coveted title of professorship acquired.” The final conclusion, however, 
is that the learning of the meaning'is also included'in the injunction. It 
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tliat the teaching tliat is enjoined does not directly denote the 
learning of the meaning ; hut it has to he borne in mind that in ‘studying 
the Veda/ it will be necessary for the student to learn the subsidiary 
sciences of grammar, prosody, lexicograpliy and the like ; and when he 
will luive learnt all this, the knowledge thereby attained will naturally by 
itself ejiable him to understand much of the meaning of the Vedic texts 
also ; and when he has acepured this faculty, there would be nuiny iji- 
stances, wliore he wovflcl be in doubt as to the (rue meaning; sued), for 
instance, would be all those thousand and odd cases that form the subject 
matter of tl)e adhikaranas of tlie Min)A,msri tiastras, rurvaarul Uttara alike ; 
and in order to settle liis doubts upon tliese points, it would be necessary 
for him to carry on, with tlie Ijelp of Jiis Pi'ofessor, a syrstematic enquiry ; 
and thus this enquiry necessarily becomes a part and parcel of that 
‘study’ and ‘ teaching’ wliich is enjoined by the text quoted at the outBOt, 
It will be noted that between tlie Blilitta the Prabliakaja pre¬ 
sentment of tlie Adliikarana, there is no diffei*ence as regards tlie basic 
topic or doubt; as in both the investigation into the meaning of the Vedic 
texts forms the topic, and the doubt also is the same in botli eases—‘ is 
this investigation covered by t!ie injunction of study.’ 'Jhe only differ¬ 
ence that there is lies in the choice of the basic text, and the conseejuent 
shape given to the reasonings of the rOrvapak^a and the Siddhanta. 


- Adliikarana II,—Definition of ‘ Dharnia,^ 

sOtka 2 . 

ii si u 

Chodana, injunction (Vedic).— 5 ^^: LaksanaJi, source of know¬ 
ledge. riiat whereof the Vedic injunciion is the only source of knowledge. 
^4: Arthali, something desirable, Dharmah, (is) Duty. 

2. Dbarma or Duty is that whicli, being desirable, is 
indicated (or taught) l)y Vedic injunction. 

COMMKiVTAUY. 

Ill the preceding adliikarana the conclusion \rHS arrived at that it 
is necessary to carry 011 an investigation into the nature of Dliarma. The 
next question that arisen is—Is there possible a definition of Uharina ? or 
is there any valid means of knowing what this Dharnia is ? The Purva- 1 
paksa argument is that there can be no ‘ definition’ of Dliarma; as vve can 
define only such things of tlie ordinary world of which we have some 
knowledge, while Dhariiui is something beyond the world, and as such not 
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ig its distinctive featuies known, it cannot 1)0 defined. As regards 
tlie means of knowing Dharina, no such means ia possible ; because it can¬ 
not bo perceived by the senses; and what is absolutely beyond the senses 
cannot be amenable to Inference ; for a similar reason it must be beyond 
all wmrds and phrases. Thus it must be admitted that (1) there can be 
no definition of Dharina, and (2) there can be no trustworthy means of 


knowing wljat Dliarma is ; and under the circumstances Dharina must be 
rejected as a nonentity ; thus the wliole inquir}^ becomes aimless and futile. 

In answer to this the final conclusion is that—(1) Dhai niacan be defined as 
I that desirable thing which is mentioned or laid down by Vedic Injunctions ; 

I that is to say, that wliich the Vedic injiuiction lays down as leading , 
I to a desirable end is Dharina; and from this it also follows that the Vedic 
Injunction is the sole means of knowing Dharnia. Thus the three ideas 
uonveyedby the sfitra nre~-~( I tliat Dliarma is that which, > etc., etc., (2) 
that the Vedic Injunction is the only means of knowing Dharina, and (15* 
tiiat \ edic injunctions are absolutely trustworthy. Thus then Dharma 
having been duly defined, and a valid and trustworthy means of knowing 
it being found available, it cannot be rejected as a nonentity. 

The PrAbbakara interpretation is as follows :— 

In sutratlie word ‘ atlia' lias lieen interpreted as denoting tJie 
sequence to the study of the entire Veda, and the word ‘atah* as providing 
the reason for the proposed enquiry- becamse the entire Veda is intended 
to express some meaning ; and on the basis of these true facts it has bcfui 
liinted that the worl ‘dhairna’ as contained in tliat Ihat siltra indicates 
the whole Veda; and it was in view of this that the * enquiry into Dliarina’ 
was interpreted to mean ‘ enquiring into the meaning of the Veda.’ At 
this point tlio following question arises ;- W]iat is meant by the plirase 
‘ tJie meaning of tJie Veda ’ or ‘ wliat the Veda expresses ? ’ Does it mean 
auytljiiig and everything spoken of in any sentence of the Veda—including 
even mere descriptions and mention of things of the world ? or is it in¬ 
tended to apply to only that wdiicli tlie Veda speaks of, or lays down, as to 
be done? On this point, tlie j^rinui facie aigument is.that as the Veda 
certainly speaks of the ordinary things also,—specially in the case of ^ 
mantras and artbavadas which are chiefly merely descriptive of the past 
and present stnte of things,—there can be no doubt as to these things also 
being included in the term ‘ wliat the Veda expresses.’ 'J’hat the mere 
statement of facts brings about desirable results is proved by the^vell- 
known instance of the conveyance of the news of the birth of a son being 
the cause of pleasure. And the inner imitivc of this reasoning is that 'when 
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aJi sncli orcJinaiy lliiiigs bcrcii e iiidude'd uiKler tlje (object of ejiqiiiry, it 
could not be ri^dilJy asserted that tlie Veda is the only means of knowing 
fliein ; for in regard to tJie ordinary (Iiings befere our eyes, for instance, 
Visual Perception would certainly be a surer guide than any number of 
Vedic injunctions. The hna! conclusion is that the object of eiui\uiy ns 
expresBcd by the term ‘ xvhat is expressed by the Veda’ must be that alone 
Avljicli tlie Veda la}^ down as to be done ; and ibis is clone only by the 
Injunctions, and not by jnantias and artliavadas ; and on the point of a 
certaij) act, which is yet to be done, leading to a cejtain result in the 
future, there can be no guide save a trnstwoj tby source of inforinaiion ; 
and such a one par excellence is tlie Vedio Injunction. As regards tlie 
instance, cited aliove, of desirtible results proceeding from tlie mere state¬ 
ment of facts, there is nothing to prove licyond doubt that the pleasurable 
feeling lias been produced by the convoying of llie news. In the case of 
thr injunction, liowever, tliero can bo not the slightcBl doubt in the mind 
of tlie obsiirvaiit .young man that the adioii of the fetcliing of the cow lias 
been the direct resnlt (»f tlic injunction ‘ fetcli the c^owd 


Adliikavand 111 ,— Propoimdhuj of the Enquiry into the 
xxxlid means of knoichuj Dharina. 
sOtua 

fM^TrnRtfe: n ^ n 

J'asya, thereof, of the true kr.< w ledge of Dharma. ^dmilla, 

cause, source, means. Pai fsnh, cxaniiuntion, investigation. 

3. An enquiry into the means of tlio true knowlerige 
of Olianna (becomes necessary). — 3. 

COAIMEXTARY. 

It has been asserted aliovc that the Vedic Injunclion is tlie means 
of knowing Julianna. Kow the question arrises — Is it nccessnry to discuss 
the questiod as to wlietber or not a true knowiedge of f'liarina can be 
ac’qnired by tlie help of the otlier well-recognised means of knowledge ? 

The conclusion is that sucli a discussion is absolutely necessary ; 
as without it w^e could not bo sure of the declaration embodied, ns a 
corollary, in the preceding aphorism that Vedic Injunction is the only 
means of knowing dliairna. 

By PrahhakariPs interpretation tlio present aphorism answers ili(3 
question — should we at once proceed to discuss the nieuiiing of Vedic 
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es, or sljould we, heiore cloiag that, discuRS tlie validity of Vedic 
Injuiiclioii as tbe moans of knowing dhanna ? The PurviipakKi being 
that, inasinucli as (lie ascertaining of the real meaning of the Veda is the 
avowed purpose of the Slstra, wo should proceed with tliat at once,—the 
final conclusion is that we have hitherto only proved the fact that the 
Veda is tlie nioans of knowing dharma ; it becomes necessary, therefore, to 
ascerfuiu berorehand, tlie validity of the V^edic Injunction ; specially 
as tills validity is, as a matter of fact, To be proved later on), self-snlEcieiit, 
and does not depend upon anything else. On the otlier liand, any sustained 
eflovt towards ascertaining the meaning of the Veda on the part of an 
intelligent stmlent, would be possible only after he had become convinced 
of tbe fact that the Veda is tlie only valid means of knowing dharma. 
] 3 eforo we ])roceed to consider what is made known by a certain means of 
knowledge, it is only natural that we should examine the character 
of the means of knowledge itself. 


A(lhika7urui 1 — Dharma is not amenable to Sense- 
perception and ike other vieans of knowledge. 

sOtra 4. 


Sat, that which exists, an existing thing—if Sarnprayoge, on 
contact (of). 3^^ ITii usasya, of man. IndriyAnani, (d the sense- 

organs. Budelhi, (of) cognition — Jannia, production, appearance, 

Tar, that (is) Pratyaksam, sense perception. Aniinittam, not 

the means. Rf?£l?TR Vidyain^na, that which exists at tlie present time — 
UpalamhhanAt, on account of appreliending. 

4 . That c-oguition of men whicli proceeds upon the 
contact of the sense-organs with existing objects, is Sense- 
perception ; and this is not the means (of knowing dharma) ; 
because it apprehends only objects existing at the present 
time — 4. 

COMMENTAUY. 


The question propounded in the preceding aphorism was—Can 
dharma be known by means of the Veda alone, or by the other means 
of knowledge also ? The prima fade argument is that being an ‘ object 
of knowledge ’ dharma must be amenable, to all ‘ means of knowledge.’ 


I 








misT/fy 
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le final conclusion is that oven though dliarina is an object of know¬ 


ledge, it is not amenable to sonso-perceplion, because Sense-x^erception ca,n 
aX>pi’Ghencl only such objects as are in existence at the time of ])ercex)tion, 
and are in direct contact with one or more of the organs of perception. 
Neither of tiiose conditioua is fulfilled by dharma: it is not an object 
exisr/mg at the time of the perception, but has to be brought into exist- 
ence by certain acts of the agent; nor is it over x)ossible for it to bo 
in direct contact with any organ of j)eiception ; for the simple reason 
that it lias no external and tangible form. Then again, Inference, 
Presumptive Reasoning, and Negation are all more or less directly, dexien- 
dent upon Sense-perception : as eacli of them has its foundation in some 
fact of sonsuous percex)tion; consecxuently, what is never amenable to 
Sense-perception cannot be apprehended cither liy Inference or Presump¬ 
tion or Negation. It follows, tlien, that Verbal Authority is the only one 
of the recognised ‘means of knowledge ’ which can afford any knowledge 
of dharma. Of Verbal Authority also, it is the Veda alone whose validity 
is beyond all dispute, and which alone can provide an absolutely valid 
knowloMlge It wiU be sliown later on that of the Veda also, it is 
only tlie purely injunctive passages that can be regarded as intrinsically 
valid. It, therefore, follows th.at a really valid knowledge of dharma can 
be obtained only by means of the Vedic Injunctions. The unquestionable 
authority of these Injunctions forms the ‘ topic ’ of tlio next adhikarana. 


Aclhiharuna V.-—The unquestionable validity of ‘ Vedic In- 
jnnetion ’ as the only means of knowing Dharma. 
sOtra 5. 





^ 11 II 

Autpattikah, inborn, natural, eternal. ^ Tu, on the other hand 
Sabdasya, of tlie word. Arthena, with the meaning or object denoted. 

Sambaiidhah, relation. Tasya, of that, of dharma. Jfianam, 

means of knowing. Upadeiiah, injunction, Av^atirokali, un¬ 
failing. ^ Cha, and. Arthe, in regard to the object. Anupalab- 

dhe, unperceived, rfrl Tat, that (injunction). gqfTipr. Prarnanani, valid, trust¬ 
worthy. Badar^yanasya, according to B^dar^yana. 

Anapeksatvat, because of independence or self-sufficiency. 
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5, Oil the other hand, tlie relation of the word with 
its meaning is inborn (and eternal); consequently injunction 
(which is a foini of toord) is the rneaiis of knowing dharma ; 
and it is unfailing in ingard to objects not perceived (liy 
other means of knowledge); it is anthoritative, according to 
Badarayana, specially as it is independent or self sufficient 
in its authoidty—5. 

COJtMENTAliV. 

The question tliat arises after tlie conclusion has been arriverl that, 
no valid knowledge of Dharma eau be derived from Sense-perception, Infer¬ 
ence, &c., is ;—Is tl'.o valid knowledge of dliarma obtainalde from Vedic 
injunction? The prirna fade argument is that no tnistwortliiness can 
belong to Vedic injunctions; because in the case- of the assertions of 
trustworthy persons, it is found that wo can know what they assert only 
after we have comprehended the meaning of the words contained in the 
assertion ; and it is a well-known fact tliat the meaning of rvords is 
comprehended only with reference to such tilings of the ordinary world 
as the cow and tlie like; wliilo .Dharma is something beyond the world; 
and hence the fact of its being e^ipressed by means of any word cannot be 
ascertained by any means at onr disposal; it must bo admitted therefore 
that, inasniucb as Dliarma cannot be expressed to us by means of any 
■word, Vedic injunction cannot afford any reliable information with regard 
to it. Tlien again, in all eases of verbal cognition, we find that it is only 
after the thing and the word haie come into existence imlependently of 
one another, that peojiie of the world fix by convention a certain rela¬ 
tionship hetween the two, by virtue of which one comes to be exjiressed 
or denoted by tlie other ; and this convention fixing the relationship, origi¬ 
nating from human .sources, is liable to erroi', like everything human; 
conseip.iently, all sneb rclntionsldp between words and meanings, being of 
liuman origin, is untrustworthy ; and as all verbal cognition is dependent 
vqion tliose relationships, the cognition or knowledge, derived from injunc¬ 
tions, which after all only consist of words, could never be possessed of that 
reliability which ought to belong to all things relating to dliarma. 

In answer to the above, we have the following final conclusion : — 
As a matter of fact, the relationship between-the ivord and its meaning 
is not the product of human convention; it is soniething inborn, natural 
to the members related. I'hus being free from all x><issil>ilit.y of error, the 
word—or injunction, wliich is Word pur c.rcellcncc—can very well be the 
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^^ns of knowing of cZ/ia?*? 7 m; specially because dharvia being soinething not 
cognisable by Sense-perception and the other ordinary means of cognition, 
all its knowledge must be obtained from injunctions which, independent 
of all external corroboration, is absolutely self-siifiicient in its reliability or 
trustworthy character. Doubts aie cast upon the trustworthiness of tlie 
means of knowledge only when they afford cognitions that are found con¬ 
trary to the real state of things ; in themselves the means of knowledge are 
all trustworthy always. In the case of Vedic injunction, it has never been 
found to gis^e rise to cognitions that turn out wrong; consequently its 
inherent trustworthy character remains unsullied. 


Adliikarana VI—Eternity of Words. 

BUTRAS C 28. 

“ ” II i II 

Karma, I word is] something produced or brought into existence or 
caused, non-eternal, n;^ Eke, some people, the NaiyAyikas (assert.) fpsT Tatra, iq 
that (in the uttering of the word). DarsanAt, because [an effort] is 

always perceived. 

6. “ Some people hold that the word is caused (noii- 

oterual), (a) because we find it is perceptible only after an 
effort”—C. 

OOMMENTAUY. 

In the preceding adhikarana it has been proved that the relationsliip 
l)et\veon tht word and its inoaiiiiig is eternal. As this conclusion neces¬ 
sarily presupposes the eternality of the word itself, the present adhikarana 
seeks to establish this eternality. The (luestion then, being—is the word 
eternal?—we have the prima facie arguments in support of the view 
that it is not eternal, stated in sdtras 6 to 11. Word is non- 

eternal, say the Naiyayikas; (a) because we always find them brought 
into existence by the ellort of the person using or uttering it; and what is 
brought into existence by an effort cannot but be evanescent. This siltra 
contains the first argument against the eternity of words. 

II V9 II 

AsthAnat, because of non-coiitinuauce or noii-pennanence. 

7 (b) ” Because it does not persist”—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

(h) Word must be evanescent, because as a matter of fact we find 
that it does not continue to exist for any length of time; one moment 
2 
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jt is pronounced, iiiid the i^ext moment it is gone. This would not be 
X^ossible if the word were eternal, 

u c; li 

Kaioti, does, produces—^abdat, because of the use of the word. 

8 (c) “ Because of the use of the word ‘produces 
(idlers) [with reference to words.]-—8. 

COMMHNTAKY. 

(c) Words roust be noriTetenial; because we find people making use 
of tbe word ‘ karoti ’ with regard to words. Just as with reference to 
the ordinary tiling jar, tliey say ‘ ghatafikaroti,’ ‘he makes the jar,’ exactly 
in the same manner people say ‘ M)dafikaroti ’ which must mean ‘ he 
makes or produces the word.’ This is the second argument against word- 
eterni(y. 

“ ” W I 11 

Saltv<lntare, in the (perception of) otlier beings, Vauga- 

padyAt, because of simultaneity. 

9 (cl) '‘ BeoaTise the word is found (to be pronoimced) 

by [many persons] and in (many places) BimtiltaneoTisly.’’—9. 

COMMBJMTAnY. 

id) Here we liave the third argument against word-eternity. As a 
matter of fact we find that one and the same word is perceived (lieard) 
by mure than one person, and also in more tlmn one place, at one and the 
same time. Tliis is possible only in tbe case of a substance that is omni¬ 
present, aU-x>ervading, or that whicJi is limited in its extent, but capable 
of being brought into existence at more than one place at the same time. 
The word is not an albpervading substance; hence it must follow that 
when perceived by different persons at different places, it must be produced 
in so many places. It must be admitted, thei’efoivr, that any single Avord 
is not one, hut many, all produced in different places. 

Prakrit), original form —Vikrityuh, moclitication,—because of. 

Cha, also. 

10 (o) Also bectiuse of their having original and 
modified forms.''—10. 

COiMMENTARY, 

(c) In many cases we find tliat ttm words which appear in the original 
form—‘ diidhi atra^ for instance—become modified into the form ‘dadhy- 
atra ’ ; no sucli modification is i^ossible in the case of things eternal, 
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Y eternality, must be'uniTJodifiable. It caianot be denied 
that there is modification in tlie case of words : these, therefore, must be 
regarded as nou-eternal. 

“ ” u ^ \ w 

Vriddhih, increase. ^ Cha, also. 3R^ Kartz;i, producer, pi onouncer— 
BhOmiia, by multiplicit}'. Asya, of this (of words). 

11 (/) '' Also because a multiplicity of persons uttering 
tlie word bring about an increased magnitude (in the word- 
soiuul).’’ . 11. 

COMiMKNTAKY. 

When many persons proti iUizce the same word, there is always an. 
increase in the magnitude of the word. If the pronouncing of the 
^vord cousisted not in its production, but only in its inanirestatioii, tlien 
the volume of the word would remain the same, notwithstanding the 
number of persons pronouncing it; just as in tlie case of the jar maiiirested 
by lamps, the jar remains tlie same even if hundreds of lamps are brought 
in to illumine it. As a matter of fact, however, it is found tliat tlie voliune 
of the word-sound as pronounced by a number of persons is always greater 
than when it it is pronounced by a single person ; and this also pi'oves 
that the word is modifiable ; and what is liable to modification cannot be 
eternal. 

This closes the reasoning against the eternity of words. 

TO=3 w 

Samaui, equal. Tu, but. Tatra, in the matter in question. 

Darsanam, perception. 

12 . (Ill both cases) the (momentary) perception 
(of word-sounds) is equal.— 12. 

OOMMENTAliY. 

With tliis aphorism begins the refutation of the prima facie argu¬ 
ments set forth in siltras 6-11. It has been urged above that there are 
many well-known facts,— e.g., the momentary perception of the word - 
soimd- - that cannot be explained on the theory that all that theelfort of the 
human utterer does i.s to manifest, or render perceptible, the word that 
has always been in existence, and the elTorfc does not create or bring into 
existeizce, the word. It is urged in reply to this that, whether we regard 
the word as inanifeded by Juiman effort, or as brouglit into existence by it, 
the fact remains that the word is perceived only for a ixioment. The 












II U 11 

Satali, of that which already exists, qiffr Pararn, at another time. 
?J?P?RW AdarsJanani, non-perception. Visaya, [with regard to tlie] object- 
Andgamftt, non-operation. 

13. It is of that (word) which alre<idy exists tluit 
there is non-perception at other points of time (before and 
after the utterance),—and this is due to the fact that (at such 
other points of time) there is no operation (of the manifestive 
agency) with regard to the object (vs^ord-sound.) 

COMMENTARY. 

It luisbeen argued above niidev sdtra 7 tliatvvord cannot be regarded 
as eternal, because ol the fact tliat it is not found to be permanent,—it dis¬ 
appears immediately after its utterance. The present sfitra supplies the 
answer to this argument, ft has been pointed out under the preceding 
sutra that whatever theory we accept with regard to the perception of word- 
sound, the fact remains tliat it is perceptible only for a moment. It is 
now pointed out that this fact can be satisfactorily explained only on the 
eternity of words; as on this theory it can be v'ery rightly asserded 
drat the word rs heard at one moment and not at the other, becarrse it 
is only at one moment that the manifestive agency—wdiiclr in many cases 
is Iniinan utterance,-—is operating towards its manilestation, and not at all 
moments ; that tins is so is shown by the further fact that as long as, and 
whenever, a man goes on uttering the word, we hear it; .so long as the 
utterance rs operating, the perception is there ; when the utter-ance ceases 
to operate, tire perception ceases ; thus showing that what the utterance 
does is only to manifest, or render per-ceptible, what is already existing. 
]J, on the other hand, the word w'ere produced, or brought into existence, by 
our utter ance,—just in the same manner as tiro jar is made by the potter 
it would be necessary that the word be heard all along since that point 
of time ; just as fr'om the r oiirt of time at wliich the jar is made, it conti¬ 
nues to be percetved as long as it exists. As a matter of fact, this is not 

found to be the case with die word ; which also goes to show that there 
rs no production or creation of the word as there r.s of the jar. What the 
manifestive agency of the utterance does rs to remove or set fr-ee the 

air enclosed within dre vocal pipe, which is impeding the exit of the word- 
sound. 
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§L 




SHTT^Tf^T II 

Pra}^ogasya, of the utterance. Param, pertaining, referring. 

14. [As for the use of the Avord ‘ produces ’] that refers 
to t!ie utterance [of the word].--14. 

OOMMENTAKiT. 

It has been argued in sfitra 8 tliat we find people making use of the word 
produces with regard to words; and this shows tliat words are produced, 
not eternal. In answer to this it is asserted that wdien we speak of tlie 
production of the word what we are referring to is only its utterance by 
some speaker I and it is not that it is brought into existence, not havdng 
existed before. Just as when we say * gomayafikuru,’what we mean is, 
not that the cow-dung has tc be produced, but that a collecting of the 
cowduug bus to be made ; so ‘ slabdafiku.ni ’ must refer to the luakiug or 
bringing into e.\istence tlie utterance of the word. 


II n II 

Aciityavat, like tlie sun. Yaugapadyam, simultaneity. 

15. The simultaneity (of perception by many persons) 
is as in the case of the sun.—15. 

COMMENTAUY. 

fehtra 9 has argued that the very fact of the word-sound being heard 
at the same time by different people and in dilferent places proves that the 
word is not one, and is not eternal. It is in answer to this that the 
present Sutra argues that it is true that different men at different places 
perceive the word at the same time ; but this, does not prove that the word 
is many and transient. The sun also is seen at the same time by many 
persons at different places ; and yet it is one only and etiu-iial ; in the same 
manner it is quite natural that tlie word should be one and eternal, and 
yet perceived by dilferent people at different places, at the same time. 


IM^ II 


v. /.] 

Sfrw, Sabdantararn, another word or letter. Avikarsh, 

not a modification. 

16. It (the cliaiige produce by the conjunction of 
letters) is a different letter; it is not a modification (of the 
original word.)—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

When the two words ‘dadhi’ and ‘ atra ’ are pronounced in close 
proximity, we have the form ‘ dadhyatra if this latter is a modification 
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of tho former words, then bedn^ modifiable, words must be transient ; as it 
has boon argued in shtra 10. As a rnattei of fact, however, in the form 
‘ (ladliyatra ’ tiie syllable ‘ dhya ^ is not a modification of the oi’iginal 
syllables, dJii and a ; it is an entirely dilferent letter. Tlie reason foi* this 
view is that if ‘ ya ' (as occMir) ing in ‘ dhya,' for instance) were a modifica^ 
tion of the ‘ i' of ‘ dadlii ’ and ‘a ’ of ‘ atra,'—then there would be no ‘ya ’ 
iipa'^t from these latter; e.y., the ice heinga mo'lification of water, there can 
1)0 no ice without water; there is no such inseparable connection between 
‘ ya ’ and 'i and a,’ as there should be between the original and its 
modification. 


JTRlfe'RT II II 


?rr?5[ Nada, tone - Vriddhi, increase —to Para, in reference to. 

J 7. d'he great iiicreaBe (of lungiiitude) belongs (or is 
in reference) to the tone (not to the word itself.)—17. 

COMMKNTAltY. 


It has been argued under sutra .1 J, that when many persons ntier tlie 
same word we perceive that the magnitude of the word undergoes au 
increase; which shows that the word is lia])le to change, and as such 
traiLsienl. It ia argued in answer to this that when many persons prononneo 
the same word, what hap[)eii8 is not any change in the word itself, but 
only in the tone, whicli becomes louder or fainter as the number of persons 
become", more or less. In fact, on the theory of the Naiyayikn, no increase 
of magnitude, is possible in the word ; as the word is only a form of 
sonml ; and sound, according to him, is oidy a quality ; and as no quality 
can have a qualit}'', sound cannot have magnitude, which also is a quality, 
d'o sjiieak, theretore, of the iucrease of the magnitude of sound is, for the 
Naiyilyika, a contradiction in terms, 

WRi, II 11 


Nuyah, eternal. ^ fu, on tl)C other hand, Sy^t, mu.-t be. 

Oarsanasva, of die mauifester, of the utterance. Par^rtbatvat, 

being for another purpose, 

18. On the other hand (word) nnist be regarded as 
eternal; specially because the utterance is for an altogether 
different purpose. — -18. 

COMMENTARY. 


lluviug met seriatim the arguments propounded by the advei'sary, 
tl»e author proceeds to put forward reasonings iu support oi the eternity of 
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The whole kleu of the transient clniiacter of words is based 
the notion tliat utterance by ns brings tlie word into existence. It is liere 
declared that it is jiot so ; we utter the word not for the purpose of prod uc- i 
ing or creating the word, but only for the purpose of expiessing what the! 
word denotes. In fact, tliis purpose could not be served if the word uttered- 
by ns were transient ; as in that case it would be ilestroyed the inoment 
that it was uttered ; and so not being in existence at the time tliat the hearer 
would comprehend the meaning,—whence could this comprehension arise ? 

The very fact of the comprehension being there shows that the word that 
we utter is not evanescent, but lasting. 

HUH 

Sai vaira, in all cases, Yaugapadyat, on account of .simul- 

taneity or unanimity. 

.19. Becnitse in the case of all [words] there is simul¬ 
taneity or unanimity [of recognition]. — 19. S 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact we iind that every word, as w'ord, on several occa¬ 
sions is invariably recognised by all men as being the same ; whenever we ' 

hear a word—‘cow’ for instance,- wo always recognise it as the saino 

word ‘ cow ’ that we liad hoard on previous occasions. This recognition of 
sameness is found, not with regard to one or a few words, hut with regard S 

to all words ; and not in the minds of a few men, but in that of all men • 
and what is thus universally voucliod for cannot bo gainsaid. It must be ' 

admitterl that Ihe word that is heard and used to-day is precisely the same 
that has been heard from time immemorial ; timt is to say, it is eternal. 

H H 

rrjpjr Safikliya, number-?^rn^s]r^Abbflvat, on account of absence. i 

20 . Also on account of the absence of number. — 20 

COMMENTARY. 

In ordinary parlance, when a certain word is pronounced more than 
once, what we say is that the word has been used ‘ five,’ ‘ten ’ or ‘ twelve ’ 
times ; and it is not said that ‘ five,’ ‘ ten,’ or ‘ twelve ’ such words liave 
been used. If the word were produced and destroyed each time, we should 
have spoken of so many words, and not of the same word as spokeir so 
many times. This universal usage also shows that tlie word is the same 
whenever it is used ; that is to say, it is eternal. 













miST/fy 


Pf^liVA-MlMAMSA-SUTRAS. / ADUYAYA. 





11n 


Aiiapeksatv^t, because of independence or absence of cause 

,21. Because of the absence of cause.—21. 


COMMENTARY. 

Ill tli6 CUS6 ol ull tilings tliftt nrc HuIiIg to (Icstructioii pcoplo alwiiys 
fiii'l some cause of ilestruction ; tliero in riosucli cause or agent of destruc¬ 
tion perceptible in the case of words ; consequently we cannot admit of 
sucli destruction; and words must lie regarded as ‘indestructible,’ eternal. 


Jns?ttUt«rT? Prakliyabhavat, on account of the non-mention. ^ Cha, and. 

Yogyasya, of that which is capable (of being perceived). 

22. Also because what is perceptible [by the ear] is 
not what is spoken of (in the Vedic declaration ‘ the air 
becomes the word ’].—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponents ot word-eternity bring forward the Vedic text ‘ the 
air becomes the word ’ in support of the contention that the word has a 
begiiuung, being, as herein declared, a mere product of tlie combination of 
air-iiarticles. As against this view it is argued that this text cannot refer 
to what we know as the ‘ word ; ’ as this is what is perceptible by the ear; 
and certainly no product of air-particles is such as can be so perceived,—air, 
according to the I/^giciau, being perceptible by the sense of touch alone. 

n R\ w 

fSijf bin a, indication—etjrfqr^ Darsauat, on account of our meeting with. 

Cha, also 

23. Also because we meet witli [texts] indicative [of 
eternitv of words].—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

This refers to such texts as ‘ vdehA, — vinlpiiiityayfi’—‘ by the word 
which is uniuodifying and eternal ’—where tlie word is distinctly spoken 
as eternal. 

Stress is laid on the eternity of words inasmuch as if words have a 
source, they cannot but be fallible. Because such source must be in some 
sort of an intelligent person. x\8 a inatter of fact, wo find that uo sucli personal 
source is infallible. Hence the non-eternity of the word would strike at 
the infallible authority of the word——and of the Veda, which is a mere 

collection of words-upon which the whole fabric of Dharma, acco^iiig 

to the Mimkrpsaka rests. 
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Adliikarana 


YIJ.—The Veda in exiyrensite. 


SDtRAS 24-20. 




[v. 1. ^r^r:] 

Ulpattau, even on eternality (or even on manifestation), Va, 
even, AvachanAli, not ej<pi essive (of the meanings), [v l. RachanAh, 

products of human effort], rj: S^'uh, iliey (sentences) vvouid be. Artiiasya, 

of the meaning (of sentences). Aiannimittatvat, on account of not 

having tliat for its sole cause. 


24. “Even though (words and their meanings were) 
eternal (or even on tlie manifestation of words and their 
meanings) (tlie sentenees) would remain inexpressive (or 
would be the product of separate effort) because (the meaning 
of the sentence) does not depend entirely upon (the meaning 
of the Avords).” 

COMMENTARY. 


riio question of tiio relationship between the word and its meaning 
having been settled, a further question is raised :— Gran ling that the word 
is otornal and that its relation to its meadiing is also eternal, what has this 
to do with the autliority of the Vedio injunction or with matters relating to 
dhanria ? Before entering into arguments bearing specdfically on the Veda, 
the opponent takes liisstand upon general principles. We grant that the 
words express their meanings and that they are eternal; all that this proves 
is that words provide us with correct ideas; how does this prove the 
trustworthy character of tlie Vodic injimetions ? Tliese injunctions are 
in the form of sentences containing more than one word ; and for the 
comprehending of a conglomeration of words we need something more 
than the comprehension of the meanings of the component words. Con¬ 
sequently inasmuch as so far tlie Mimdmsaka has succeeded in establish¬ 
ing the eternity, and lienee the trustworthiness of words only,— we must 
reject the autliority of the Vedic injunction. 

Some people read ‘ raclianah ’ in place of ' avachanah the sense of 
the Sfltra in that case would be that ‘ the meanings of sentences must be 
regarded to be originated by human agencies, and iis such incapable of 
being accepted as eternal and authoritative on matters relating t ) dbarina.^ 
In answer to the above we have the final condimon embodied in the 
next two sfltras. 

3 
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3l 

IRV^II 


crpirTT’^r^ TadbhQtAnam, of words as pertaining or related to the things 
denoted, Kriy^rthena, vvitli the word expressive of action, 

SamAinnAyah, textual juxtaposition, Ai thasya, of the meaning (of the 

sentehce). TannimittatvAt, on account of being clependeut upon it 

(meaning of words composing it). 


52. [In a sentence] all words denoting things are in 
close textual jiixtaposition with the word expressive of an 
action ; [and from tliis it follows tliat the meaning of the 
sentence must be got at through this juxtaposition of the 
words] specially because the meaning of the sentence is 
dependent upon the meaning of the words composing it.—25. 


COMMENTARY. 


Til an.swor to tlio abovo it is shown that as a matter of fact the mean¬ 
ing of the sentence does depend upon the meaning of tlio words composing 
it ; there is nothing to prove tliat tlie Bentence lias any otlier meaning 
apart from wliat is ndorded by the component words. For instance, in 
the Bentence ‘agnihotn'injuhii3o\t svargaknmah ’ find that the word 
expressive of tlie Agnihotra sacrifice and also tlio word expressive of (le.siring 
heaven are botli Jbnnd inclose proximity to tJie word ‘juliuyfit^ whicli 
denotes the action of oj[?V.n')7j7 ; and all the moaning that is afforded by 
this sentence is that wliicli is got at tliroiigh the signification of tlie two 
former words taken along witli the signification of the verb. The meaning 
is that one clesiro^ts of heaven—should ojfer—the agnihotra^ wliich is 
nothing more than the denotations of the three words linked together. 
Hence when the word and its meaning are eternal, sentences formed by 
those words must also be eternal; and thus the eternity of sentences 
being established, there is no incongruity in the view that tlie Veda is the 
trustworthy authority for all matters relating to Dharma. 

mm n u 

•s V 

Lokc, in ordinnry parlance. 5rSro»?r?r Sanniy.im:U, on account of re¬ 
striction cr limitation, qiirn Piayoga, usageSannikarsah, explana¬ 
tion, justification. 

2t). Inasmuch as we fund a restriction in the case of 
ordinary parlance, it follows that [in the Veda also] there 
would be a similar explanation for the use [of sentences].— 26, 
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COAJWEN’TARy. 

In the case of ordinary usage it is found tl)at it is only wlien wo 
know tbe ineaning of eacli individual word that we can use or coinpreliend 
the meaning of the sentence composed of those words ; fiom this analogj- 
it could be safely argued tlud the meaning of the sentence depends upon 
the meaning of the words. That is to say, it must bo admitted that the 
meaning of the-sentence ‘. ignihotranjuhuyat svargakamah’ is nothing 
more or less tlian what is signified by each of the three words. 

Adhikarana VHl—The Veda is not the ivork of a 
'personal author. 

SOTRAS 27-32. 

Vcciau, the Vedas, Cha, and. qgfr Eke, .some people, HTfigv-Jn 
Sannikai,s.am, (aie) nicdern, or die work of .'ui auilior. g^«7H4«tr I’lnusAkliyAb 
(because) they aie mimed after nicii. 

ii7. “ According to some people the Vedas are the v. ork 

of huuuiu authors; being, as they are, named uftcj- men.”—27. 

COM.MEiXTAUY. 

It has been asserted a|^o.-e tliat the Veda is the solo antliori ty on 
matters relating to Idiarnia ; and tliut the Veda is (ruslworlhy, because 
if is eteiiial, and as sucb free from all tin sc discrepancies to whicb the 
words of human beings are liable. The opponent now proceeds to shoiv 
that the Veda, and the injunctions contained therein, are the work of 
human autliors, and as sucli they are not an absolutely trustworthy source 
of information. Tlie Veda, it is argued, must havo lind a human author 
because wo find .various sections of tlie Veda named after men; cff 
‘ Kfifhaka ’ after tbe name of Knt.ba, ‘ Paippaluda ’ after (he name of 
Pippahlda, and so forth ; all this proves that the section called ‘ Kfithaka’ 
is the work of flie person called KaUia, and that called ‘ Paippaluda ' was 
composed by PippalAda. 

11 II 

VfiWT Anitya, non-eicrnal or transient things-D.ws.mat, also 
because of her linding. *«r Cha, also. 

28. “Also because we find [in the Veda] [the mention 
of] many non-eternal things.” —28. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Atiotlipr argument in support of tlie view tliafc the Veda is not 
eternal is here propounded. As a matter of fact, we find such statements 
in the Veda as—' Andrttlakih akAniayala,' 'Auddalaki desired,’ ‘ Bahara 
pravaliani desired,’ and so forth—wherein are mentioned persons and 
events that cannot he said to he eternal. That is to say, the presence 
of such sentences as the above proves that the sentences were composed 
long after the persons spoken of therein lived on the earth ; and that 
they did not exist before these persons; that is to say, the Veda has 
had a beginning in time. 

\\ ^^ \\ 

gfrKff Uktam, Itas already been declared and proved, g Fu, but. snE? 
^abda, of word.s~<j4?T? Pilrvatvam, prioruy or etei nality. 

29. Btit the eferiiality of the vYorcl has already been 
established.—29. 

COJIMENTAIIY. 

hi answer (o the iibove argiimenls it is declareti that arguments 
in support of tlie eternality of nil words (and the Veda) liave already been 
advanced above under siitras 0-23, where it has been proved that all 
words are eternal. All that is necessary, therefore, on the pre.seut occasion 
is to answer ihearguments put forward by the opponent in sufrn.s 27 and 
28. And this is done in the following sutras. 

Akhya, ibe name. PravachanAt, [is due to] excepiionally 

excellent study and teaching. 

30. Tho name [of tlic Vedic sections] is based npon ex¬ 
ceptionally excellent study and teaching [of that section by 
a particnlar r)erson.]—30. 

^ COMMENTARY. 

.In aiiswe^v to sfitra 27, it is urged that a certain secllou of die 
Veda iH ' ' Kaihaha,' not because it uas composed by Katha, but 

only because tliat section was luado the .suliject of special study 
|)v a person of tbat name wIjo Avas regarded as a specialist in that 
section of the Veda wliieh, on tbat account, came to be knoAvn after 
ids name. 

w \\ n 

g Param tu. the other (is). Sruli, sound—SAinanya, simi¬ 
larity—RraH Mail am, only. 

31. The other is only u similarity of sounds.—31. 
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t fADA, Vllt ADHlKARANA, Stl 21-B2. 


C0MM15NTAKV. 

As for tlio mention of tlie names of men and tilings in the Veda, 
there is nothing to show that tlie word as found in the Veda was actually 
the name of a person ; it is, in fact, nothing more than a chance re¬ 
semblance of sounds ; the word as found in the Veda has since then been 
borne as the name of a certain person; that does not show that in the 
Veda it must be regarded as a proper name; it may bo used there in a 
totally different sense ; for instance, as the Bhiisya points out, the word 
‘ j^ravahatja’ may mean only the excellent carrier. 

ggll Krite, towards or of an action, i!ir Va, or Vinivogaii, urging, 

injunction, inducement, rqiw Syat, may be. Karmanalj, of action. 

Sainbandhat, on account of connection oi relationship. 

32. [Such apparently absurd Vedic declarations as 
‘ trees performed this sacrifice ’ and the like] may be regarded 
as inducements towards certain actions ; because of the rela¬ 
tionship or connection [of those sentences] Avith actions.—32. 

COMiMENTxVRY. 

The opponents of Vedic authority have argued that the Vodii cannot 
be regarded as authpritativo and trustworthy, because it contains such 
apiiarently absurd statements as ‘ the cows sat at the sacrifice,’ ‘ the trees 
perfoi-ined the sacrifice ’ and so forth. In answer to this it is urged that 
thougli these sentences are absurd when taken by themselves, they cease 
to be so when they are taken along with the context in -wliich they occur. 
All these sentences are found in the section dealing with a certain 
sacrifice; and in praise of this sacrifice it is declared that even such 
inanimate things as trees and the like have had recourse to the per¬ 
formance of tlie sacrifice; so excellent it is, and so manifestly desirable 
are its results that even trees were induced to perform it; under the 
circumstances it is only natural that such intelligent beings as men should 
perceive the excellence of the action, and engage in performing it. There 
is nothing incongruous and absurd in the sentence if thus intelligently 
interpreted. 

Thus then the Veda, not being the wmrk of a human authoi—whereby 
it is free from all the discrepancies consequent upon such authorship 
—and there being nothing in the text of the Veda itself that shakes 
its authority,—it must be admitted that it is a trustworthy source of 
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knowledge of all matters relating to Dliarma ; and aa it lias been sliewn 
that no other source of sucli knowledge is available, the Veda must be 
also acknowledged to be the only source of knowledge relating to 
Dhamia. 


Second PAda. 

THE AUTHORITY OE THE ARTHAVAdA. 

Adhikara(ia 1 — Trastwovthy character of Arthavdda 
passages in general, 

8&TRAS M8. 


II n ^ I ? II 


Amndyasya, of the Veda, fsRjqmrcjrg* Kriy^rtbatvSt, being for tiie 
purpose of laying down actions. Anarthakyam, (tlieie must be) 

uselessness, Atadanhanam, of those (parts of it) which do not 

serve that purpose, TasrinU, for this reason (in regaic! to such parts). 

ffW Anityarn iti, as non-eternal (not serving any eternally useful purpose 
in the shape of laying down actions), Uchyale, (tlie V^eda) are declared 

to be. 

1. The purpose of the Veda I}'iiig in tlie hiying clown 
of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that purpose 
are useless ; and in these therefore is tlie Veda said to be 
noil-eternal (ic?., of no permanent value.) 1. 


COMMENTARY. 


Having, in the preceding scefion, ascertained the fact of tlie Veua 
being authoritative and trustworthy, the author newv proceeds to explain 
the usefulness, with regard to Dliarina, of the entire Veda ; consisting, as 
it does, of (1) Injunctions and Prohibitions, ^2) Valedictory and Deprecatory 
Passages (3) Mantras and (4) Names ; each of these is now going to be 
considered separately witli reference to its hearing upon Dhaima. 

That the Injunctions and Prohibitions serve distincthY useful purposes 
in matters relating to Dharma follows from the very definition of dliarma 
propounded in sfitra 1. 1. 2. above ; where it has been sliown that the 
Vedic Injunction is the sole authority for Dharma, and that the chief pur¬ 
pose of Injunctions lay in the pointing out of actions that, as constituting 
Dharma, should be performed ; from this it follows that Prohiliitions also 
have their use in the indicating of which, as constituting Adbarma, 

should not be perloiinetl. It is all right so far. Now the cjuestioii arises— 
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Sl 


. accept the Injunctive and Proliibitive Passages as aiuhoritative, be¬ 
cause they serve to point out the results, the materials and the metliods 
pertaining to actions; but as regards the other three classes of passages 
contained in the Veda, inasuiucli as they do not point out anything witli 
reference to any actions to be pei’fovmed, — sliould these also be legaided 
as authorilative or not? The matter of Mantras and havies will be 
taken up later on ; at present we coniine our attention to tlie passages 
called * arthavada—those tlmt are valedutorij, praising something, 
the sentence ‘ Vayu is the swiftest deity—as well as those that are depre- 
catory—e (j , ‘ Hndra wept, and from that was silver produced.’ Arc these 
passages authoritative? That is, have they any bearing on aatiom and 
hcnco on Dliarina ? 

Tlie Pitrmpahia view is that tliese passages apparently can liave no 
antlioritative bearing on Dlianna ; for the simple reason tliat they do not 
declare anything with regard to any actions to be performed or avoided. 
For instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is tlie swiftest deity’ says nothing as to 
any action.; it simply declares an establisliod fact j onr knowledge of Vayu 
as the swiftest deity does not help us in the performance or avoidance of 
any aedion. Similarly, the sentence ‘ Rudra wept, and from tliat was 
silver produced’ does not say anything as to any action. .Ml these passages 
then, not serving the pmpo.se of pointing to any action, must be regarded 
as useless—having no bearing on Dliarma; and as svieli, serving no eter- 
naily nselnl purpose ; as it is only lualters relating to Dliarma that are of 
perennial interest; similarly with all purely valedictory and deprecatory 
passages. 

« -- 


w R n 

i^flstra, (of) .scriptures.-fe Drisla, (of) directly perceived facts.— 
Virodhat, because of the contradiction. ^ Cha, and also, 

2. “ And also because of the contradiction of the 

scriptures and of directly perceived facts.”—2. 

COMMBiVTARY. 

Tliis sfltraputs forward another argument in support of the pxisition 
advanced in the precedingsutra. 

The purely arthavada jiassages,” continues tlie Purvapak^in, can 
have no authoritative bearing upon dliarma. Because in the case of such 
passages as ‘ the mind is a tiiief,’ ‘ speech is a teller of lies’ and the like, 
inasmuch as they describe a certain state of things as they exist, they can 
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liav'o no bearing upon what should be done. In order to escape this 
predicament, it will perhaps be explained that what is meant by the de¬ 
claration ‘ the mind is a thief ’ is that ‘ inasmuch as such an important 
sense-organ as the mind is a thief, one should conunit thelt b}" the otltcr 
organs also and similarly by declaring that ‘speech is a teller of lies it 
is meant that we sliould tell lies ; —both tliese passages in this maimer 
laying down tilings to be done, and as such having a direct bearing upon 
Dharnia. But in this case the passages would he contrachotory to the 
scriptures that prohibit stealing and tellmg of lies. Similarly, we have such 
passages as—‘during the day the smoke only is seen and not the bright¬ 
ness (of fire).’ This passage is a direct contradiction of a directly per¬ 
ceived fact, because we actiinlly see the brightness of fire during the day. 
Lastly we have the passage wherein the Brahmana priest is represented 
as saying ‘ we know not if wo are Brahmanas or non-Bralnnanas. lids 
contradicts a fact of perception, inasmuch as the Br^limanahood of the, 
Brahmana is a perceptible fact. 

ii \ tt 

'fiaiha, also. FlialabliAvAt, because of the absence of re¬ 

sults. 

3. Also beccirise of the ahsence of results. 3. 

OOMxMENTAKY. 

Anotlier argument against the aiithoritativeness of arthavada pas¬ 
sages;—With regard to the Gargatrirdira Bral}waria, it is said—‘ the face 
of one who knows this brightens up.’ Now ii the hrightenmg in the 
face is an already established fact,—then the passage is purely des¬ 
criptive of ii fact; and as such can liave no bearing upon Dliarma. If, 
on the otlior hand, it does not exist, then the declaration becomes untrue 
—mentioning tilings as existing when, in reality, they do not exist. 
Lastly, if the passage is regarded as indicating the result that accrues liom 
the reading of that particubir Brdhmarja —this mention ol the result implay- 
the projirioty of the reading, —then also we find the declaration defective ; 
because, as a matter of fact, we never find the face of the. reader of the 
Brahmana brightening up. Thus we find that the result as mentioned 
in the passage never comes about. Hence the passage must be rejected as 
untrustworthy.” 

“ H ^ u 

^ .'\iiya, (of) Olliers.AnarthakySt, because of uselessness. 










4. “ Because of the uselessness of others (other pas¬ 

sages).”—4. 


COMMENTARY. 

Tlie argumenfs put forward in the preceding Srffro demolish the 
authority of all those arthav4da passages which speak of excellent results 
following from Udfiing actions, e.g., such as the passage declaring that 
by acquiring the knowledge of the Aifvamedha one conquers earth. 
Even granting for the sake of argument that the passiiges mention real 
results, i.e., declaies certain result a,s following from certain actions; — 
if It be true that one has to acquire the knowledge of the .^tJvarnedha, 
and that for the sake of becoming immortal,—or that one should offer 
the 1 ilinahuti and thereby obtain all that he denies,—then, inasmuch as 
all desires will have been ffilfilled by the trifling act of the Pfirnflhuti 
offering, why should any intelligent person have recourse to such 
elaborate sacrifices as the Jyotiijtoma and the like ? Thus by seeking 
to establish the authority of a few Arthavada passages, you prove tbo 
uselessness of almost all real injunctions wliich actually and directly 
lay down definite actions. 

“ ” II v 0 

^srfn Abliagi. (oQ an impossibility (which cannot be negatived). 
Pratisedhat, because of tlie negativing. ^ Cha, also. 

0. “Also because of tlie negativing of impossibili¬ 
ties.”- 5. 

COMMENTARY. 

^ In the Veda we meet with such passages as—‘ the fire is not to 
be kindled on the earth,’‘ fire is not to be kindled in the sky,’and so 
forth; here we have the negation or prohibition of the kindling of fire 
in the sky; as it is never possible for the fire to be kindled in tlie sky 
Its negation becomes absurd ; so also, as the kindling cannot be done 
except on the eurth, the negativing of this also becomes absurd ; and as 
no authority can belong to such absurd declarations, such passages 
cannot be regarded as trustworthy. ; ' 

IK n 

Anitya, (of) non-etenial things. SamyogSt, because of the 

contact or presence (i.e., mention.) 

6. “ Because of the inentiou of iiou-etemal things.”_6. 
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COMMENTARY. 

We find in many passages, the namea of things that are clearly 
noi>etornal; this vitiates the eternal character of these passages (if not 
of the entire Veda, wlucli point has been discussed under sutras 1..L2S 
and 31). We Jiavo, for example, the passage mentioning the ‘ son of 
Pravahana ’ as desiring something ; this ‘ son of PravAhana ’ cannot but 
have been a perisliable being ; such passages, therefore, being non eternal, 
cannot be regarded as triistwortliy guides as to what is duty. 

AVitli this Sutra fi, ends the statement of the PiirvapaJ^s^a; the 
upaliot of vvliicli is that ArthavAda passages cannot be regarded to be as 
authoritative and trustworthy in matters relating to Dharma as the' 
purely injunctive passages; for reasons put forward in tlie sutias 1 to 6 
a.bove. 

;sin])HANTA. 

The Siddhanta or final conclusion is put forward in sfitra 7, And 
farther discussed in sutras 8 to 18. 

w vs u 

VidhinA, wUli the injunctive passages, g 'I'u, but. 
Ekavakyatvat, inasmuch as they are syntactically connected, Stutyar- 

tbena, by reason of their serving the purpose of praising. VidhtnAm, 

of what is enjoined. Syufi, they would be (authoritative). 

7. Inasmuclv as they are syntactically connected 
witl/ i,lie injunctive passages, tliey (artliavada passages 
vvonld be) (authoritative), by reason of their serving the 
purpose of praising what has been enjoined.-—?. 

COMMENTARY. 

The main contention of tlie opponent is that the arthavstda passages 
cannot have any authoritative heaving upon Dliarma, because, merely 
describing settled facts, they have no connection with anytliing to he 
done. It is pointed out in the present shtra, that it is not true that 
these passages have no connection with actions to be performed. As a 
matter of fact we find that all arthavlida passages are capable of being 
construed along with one or more injunctive passages ; and tlie purpose that 
they serve is that of praising the action enjoined in the sentence with 
which they are related. For instance, we have the injunction—‘one who 
desires prosperity should sacrifice the !§veta dedicated to Vtlyu; ’ this 
naturally leads to the question ‘why should that particulttr animal he' 
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?’ And it is in answer to lliis question that we have 
artliaviida ‘ Vayu is the attest deity, it carries the performer tc prosperity 
very swiftly; ’ thus vve see that there is a syntactical affinity between 
these two passages, which leads us to construe them together ; and inas¬ 
much as the artliavclda serves the distinctly useful purpose of prompting 
men to the perlonnance of the act enjoined by the injunctive passage, 
it cannot be said to have no bearing upon Dharma. 

In this connection it may be noted that, in regard to every injunctive 
passage we have two kinds of Bhdvand or injunction —the actual and tlie 
verbal, each of these having three factors of (1) the result, (2) the means 
and (3) the procedure ; in the actual bhdvand, the ‘ result’ is the result 
accruing from the performance of the enjoined action ; the ‘ moans’ is the 
action enjoined, and the ‘procedure’ is the various subsidiary actibns 
that go to make up tlie enjoined action. But of the verbal hhdvand, the 
‘ result’is the activity or prompting of the person; the ‘means’ is the 
injunctive passage; and the ‘procedure’ —how is this prompting to he 
accomplished by means of the injunctive passage V—consists of the 
arthaviida passages wliich accomplish this by praising the action Thus 
we find tliat the arthavada enters as an essential factor in the Injunction. 

Kuinarila has applied the reasoning to similar passages in the 
PurAnas. He says tliat the praises and descriptions contained in the 
Purauas need not be accepted as literally true ; specially when they are 
not capable of being taken along with any injunction of actions. To 
this category belong such descriptions as those of the Gandliamadana 
and the like; these serve the jitiipose of giving pleasure in the mere 
recitation ; the description of wars also are meant simply to encourage 
the brave aud the warlike as also the coward. In this manner, all these 
serve distinctly useful purposes. Where no such result is foniKl,--as in 
the case of tlie hymns to deities —vve assume an unseen or trausceudentul 
result. 

il q u 

Tulyam, (is) equal. =ar Clia, and, also, Sampradayikani, 

the connection of long-established tradition. 

8. And the connection of long-established tradition is 
also equal (to the Injunction and the Afthavada passages). 
~ 8 . 

COMMENTARY. 

The Avthavfvda cannot be rejected as useless, because it serves 
a distinctly useful purpose as shown above ; and also because of another 









Another interpretation of the shtra given hy Kumarila is as follows: 
The injunction of Veclic study—upon which the traditional method of 
study is based—makes no distinction between the injunctive and the 
Arthav4da passages; and from this we infer that they have a distinct 
purpose of their own, in connection with the action laid down by the 
injunctive passages ; and this purpose consists in the praising of that 
action and thereby persuading people to its performance. 

in 1 I 5. II 

mm ApVapta, (is) not applicable. Cha, and. Anupapattili, 

incongruity or contradiction, u^rit Prayoge, on their (Artliavada passages) 
laying clown actions, ff Hi, because. Virodhali, incongruity or con¬ 
tradiction. Syat, would be. Sabd&rthali, the meaning of the 

words ; [or it serves as an auxiliary to the injunctive word], g Pu, but. 

AprayogabbCitah, (does not) lay down actions, fjwr? Tasmat, there¬ 
fore. Upapadyeta, it is all right (there is no incongruity). 

’ 9. And the incongruity (urged above) is not applicable ; 

because there would be incongruity if tbe passages laid 
down actions ; but (in reality) tbe meaning of the words 
does not lay down actions [or the passage is an auxiliaiy 
to the injunctive word, and does not lay down actions ;■ ] 
henco it is all right (there is no incongruity).—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlie incongruities pointed out in Sutra 2 et. seq.,--viz-, that the 
Arthavada passages, ‘mind is a thief and the like, are contradictory to 
scriptures and wmll-established facts of perception, and so forth—are 
not applicable at all. Because there would be such a contradiction only 

if the passages really laid down actions ; for instance, the passage the 
mind is a thief ’ would contradict the scriptures prohibiting theft, only 


♦ This is the alternative explanation given hy the Yartika. 
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if it directly laid down the action of stealing. As a matter of fact the 
words of these passages are not taken in their literal sense ; nor are 
words from without added to them to make them regular injunc¬ 
tions of actions; they are taken only as signifying praise; this praise 
cannot contradict any scriptures or well-ascertained facts ; hence there can 
be no incongruity in regard to the authority of the arthavada passages. 

The Fartiferi notes three different readings of this siltra : (l)‘ap/'d- 
ptanchdmipapattir]iy etc,, in this case the sdtra shall be rendered as ‘ vve 
find the incongruity not applicable, etc., etc.’ (2) ^apydpUincImnupapattimy 
etc.^^ the rendering in this case being ‘our theoiy is not open to the incon¬ 
gruity, etc., etc.’ (3) as taken above. 

w w 

Gunav^clah, (there is) indirect application. ijTu, but. 

10. But there is indirect application.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

“ It may be possible to take the arthavada along with, and as aiixih 
liary to, the injunctive passage when the two treat of the same subject; 
how can. this be possible when the two treat of two entirely different 
subjects?— e.g.y the artliavada praises the water, while the injunction lays 
down the use of the branch of the Vetasa tree.” The explanation given 
by the siltra is that in all such cases there is an indirect application; 
that is to say, the praise though applying directly to the water, applies 
indirectly to all things produced in water ; and the enjoined Vetasa being 
one such, thing, the praise becomes related to the injunction, through 
this indirect application; the meaning being—‘ because water is calm, 
by the use of the Vetasa, whicli is produced in water, the sacrificer obtains 
calm and i)eace.’ 

n II 

ROpat, on the (similarity of) form. Frayat, on the character 

of the greater part. 

11. On the similarity of form, and on the character 
of the greater part (the indirect irij unction of passages is 
based.)—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tliis sfltra meets the objections urged in sutra 2 witli regard to 
the two arthavfida passages : (1) ‘ the mind is a thief,’ and (2) ‘ speech is a 
liai’.’ These two sentences are not to be taken in their literal sense; 
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fy are to be taken in their indirect signification : (1) Tlie sentence 'mind 
is a thief’ is to be taken in the sense ‘ the niirul is hidden vvitliin tiie body,’ 
this signification being based upon tlie fact that the mind is similar to 
the thiel, in that both are liidden ; tlie mind hides itself, just as the 
thief does. Similarly, ‘ speech, is a liar’ is to be taken in the sense that 
most speecli is unti-ue, this signification being based upon the character 
of the greater part of speech being generally found to be untrue. 
Hence the sentences cannot he stigmatised as contradictory to scriptures 
or well-established perceiitible facts. The purpose served by these 
passages is that gold is sujierioi' to both these, and so should be given 
at sacrifices. 




Data, di-stance. BliOyastvat, on account of the greatness of. 

12. Because of the greatness of distance.—12. 

COMMKiV’TAKY. 

It lias been argued under sutra 2, that some ai‘tliava.da passages are 
direct contradictions of well-ascertained facts of perception; as for instance, 
when a passage declares that ‘during the day the smoke alone of the 
fire is seem’ The answer to this is that, as a matter of fact during the day 
when the fire is burning at a great distance, it is only the smoke—and not 
tbe blight fiaine of tlie fire that is seen ; so the passage does not contra¬ 
dict a perceived fact. The purpose served by this passage lies in the justi¬ 
fying of the use, at the morning liliation, of the mantra ‘Sitri/o jyotivjtioti- 
ragniJj, svahd, and at Ihe evening libation of the manli'a ‘Agnirjiiotirjyollli 
suryalt svdhd. .Boib of which contain the names of both SOrya and Agni'; 
the vise of those that are called ‘mixed’ mantra is justified by the declara¬ 
tion that during iJie day Agni enters into Sfirya as proved by tbe percep¬ 
tion of smoke only; and Surya enters into Agni, as proved by the non-per¬ 
ception of the bun ; hence at both times both these deities being mixed 
up in one, it is only right that ‘mixed’ mantras should be used. 




^ Stri, (of) women, ijqvruilir Aparddhdt, on account of the failing.' 
Karluh, of the father. ^ Cha, and. Pulra, of the son. Darsamm, 

(there is) tlie fiiKiing, 


♦ Tho and tbo Vdrttica l>otli road ■.■strj/ajinrdfmdt,’the omission of tlio initial 

•sh-i; tkcrcforc in tlio text of the siitra in tbo Dibl. Indica edition must be regarded as an 
oversight. 
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31. On account of tlie failing of the woman, (there can 
be no certainty of caste); specially as the son is often found 
to belong to the father.-—13. 

COMMENTARY. 

Under sutra 2 it has been argned that the passage *we .know not if 
we are Braliinanas or non-Bnllnnanas’ contradicts a fact of pci'ception ; 
inasnnicli as the Brnhinanahood of the priest is a perceptible fact: when 
we see that the priest is the sou of a Braliinana, there can be no doubt as 
to Ids Brahinanidiood. 'J'he answer to this is that there is always a chance 
of the mother having misbehaved with a man of a different caste ; in fact 
such mixture of castes is not uncommon; and in tho case of mixtures 
if tlio son belonged to tlie mother, then the misbehaving of tlie mother 
would not affect tho caste of the child ; but we find Smi itis declaring that 
the ‘ son belongs to the fatherhence as there is always a chance of 
misbehaviour on the part of the motlier, there can be no certainty as 
to tlie caste of any person. The passage praises the rccoimtivr; of one's 
pvavava names of ones famous ancestors and declares that even if the 
reciter may have doubts as to his Brnhmariahood, it becomes universally 
recognised if be recounts the prnvaras. 

AkAlika (for) immediate good, fqjr ips.1. desire. 

14. There is desire for Immediate good. — 14, 

COMMENTARY. 


Tlie opponents cite another passage which is opposed to the scriptures; 
for instance, the sentenco, ‘who knows whether or not theie is such a 
thing as heaven etc.’; this denial of the heaven world is a direct contradic¬ 
tion of all those passages that lay down the performance of certain sacri¬ 
fices for the attaining of heaven. The present sfitra explains the i-eal pur¬ 
pose of the sentence in question : The sentence occurs in connection with 
the injunction of putting many wide windows in the Sacrificial Ilouse ; 
the presence of many windows allows free exit to the smoke, and tliereby 
removes one of the greatest discomforts of persons engaged in the 
performance; this is the ‘ iinn-ediate good’ mentioned in the atltra • 
the meaning of the sutra is that there is always present, in tlie minds 
of inen, a desire for immediate good, rather than for one that is expected 
to come after some tim e; consequently, with a view to eulogising the 
* Some people readtake.sUp time in appearing,’ which is tho same as’ 
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giving of many windows, the arthvSda passages say—‘ as regards such 
desirable results as the attainment of heaven and the like people may 
have doubts as to whether or not there is any such place as Heaven,— 
but there can be no douWt, as to the excellent results proceeding from 
the giving of many windows to the house ; ’ thus all that the sentence 
means is, not that there is no such place as heaven, but only that the 
results proceeding from the giving of many windows is so sure and 
immediate, that one cannot fail to realise its desirability. 

n n ^ t n H 

rwr Vidya, (of) knowledge. P^a^^arTlsa, (it is) praise. 

15. It is praise of knowledge.—15, 

COMMENTARY. 

TIjIs sdtra meets the arguments urged in siltra 3. 

The passage declaring the ‘ shining of the face ^ of the man wlio 
studies a particular Brahmaua of the Veda, is only a prai8f3 of tliat study; 
the meaning being that the ‘man who studies it becomes so learned that 
all his words come to him smoothly, that whenever he makes a speech, it 
is all in good form and reason, and it is a pleasure to all who hear him,’— 
this is what is meant by his face ‘ shining * or * becoming beautiful’ Thus 
there is no incongruity in the passage. As regards the declaration that 
‘his children become wealthy,’this also is a praise of his learning; the 
meaning being that ‘ the childroii of the learned man being also learned, 
they are naturally invited to ofRciate at a large niunber of sacrifices, the 
perquisites whereof enrich them.’ 

iM 1I w 

5r^?5r?f Sarvatram, the universality. Adhikftrikam, pertains to 

the capability of the agent. 

16. The universality (mention of all) pertains to the 
capability of the agent, to perform all actions.—16. 

COMMBNTATIY. 

This meets the arguments urged in siJtra 4. 

Wiieii the passage declares 'all desirable results'accruing to one who 
offers the pjtwa/iuti—which is the final offering completing the due 
kindliug of the sacrificial fire—what is meant is that by thus having a duly 
kindled fire, the agent is enabled to perform all sacrifices, and thereby ob¬ 
taining all desirable results. Even so, it may be argued, it is not right 
to speak of all results j as ' all results ’ do not proceed from the sacrifices 
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fmed ; e.g*, the fiyhg in the shij is not spoken of as proceeding from 
any sacrifices; consequently the declaration that ^ the performer of the 
Pfirnahuti obtains all desires ’ remains as untrue as ever. The reply to 
, this is that, even in ordinary parlance we often speak of aU the rice liaving 
been cooked ; this does not mean ilvdt all the rice in the world has been 
cooked; all that it means is tliat the cooking has been accomplished of all 
the rice that had been set apart for being cooked on the particular occasion ; 
in the same manner, what the passage means is not the aceniing of all that 
may be desired, but only lhat of those results that follow from actions per- 
formed with the help of consecrated fii*e. 

II w 

Fhalasya, of tlic result. Karnianispatteh, the accomplish¬ 
ment being due to actions, d'esain, of those (actions), Lokavat, as 

ill the ordinary world, ^<JTTOrT: Pai imanatah, due to the magnitude, 
PhalavisJtsalj, difference in tlic results, f^yat, there would be. 

17. The accomjjlishment of the restilt being diie to 
actions, there would he a difference in the res^ilts, drie to the 
magnitude of the actions,—as in the ordinary world.—17. 


COMMKNTAUy. 


Tliis butia supplies another answer to the objections answei'cd in 
the preceding sutra. Tliere can be no incongriiiiy even if we take tlte 
passage literally, and admit the fact of all results proceeding fioin the 
Purtjtdhuli. Even if all results do proceed from this, the character of 
those results cannot but differ from similar results olrtainable froni more 
elaborate and difficult actions; for instance the heaven, be., pleasurable 
existence—obtained by the performance of the simple PAntuhuli wcmld be 
of a kind far inferior to that obtained by (lie elaborate Daria-Pilvijamdm. 
Just as in ordinary experience we find in the case of two cultivators—one 
of whom labours hard throughout the day while the other cultivates his 
lands only now and again and leisurely,—though both obtain the same 
result, in the shape of the harvest, that reaped by the lazy man is far 
inferior, both in quality and quantity, to that reaped by the laborious 
man. fn this manner, there need be no incongruity in the jiassage in 
question. 
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AiityayoJi, of tlic last two aphorisms (of llie Porvapaksa). 
Yathoktani, (the aoswcr is) as explained already. 

18. 01 the last two apliorisuis of the .Puiwa2)aksa> tlie 

aiiswei’ is as lias boeu exjilained already.- -18. 

COMMKNTAHY. 

(I.) Ill sUtfu £ llio Purvapakijii has taken tile ease of the passage 
•thelire^ shoiihl not be kiudletl on tlie earth; the fire should not bo 
kindled in tlie sky, etc.; tiiul urged that tliese contain impossible iie'm- 
tions. 

Idle answer to ihisis that, just as the depireeatioii of mind and speech 
has been a!i<-iiva in sutra 11 to signify the praise of gold,—so in the ease 
in c]ttestion also, the prohibition of the kindling on the Ijare ground 
implies the praise of the placing of a gold-plate ou which (he lire is 
laid and the prohibition of kindling ill the sky, etc., is meant simply 
to lend force (o tlie prohibition of tiie kindling on tlie bare ground, -the 
sense lieing that ‘the kindling of the lire on tlie bare ground would 
he as absurd as tlie kindling in the sky.’ 

(2) In sutra tJ, the POrvapak^a has taken exception to the mention in 
the arthavfida passages, of such nOii-eternal things as ‘ tlio son of 1 'iavrdiaiia’ 
and the like. Tlie answer to this is the same tiuit we liave explaiiieil 
under sutra 1. 1. 31. 

The ja-actieal use of this diiscussioii as to the arthavada heitig taken 
along wltli llio ill]iinetlve passage, lies in comieetiou ivitli the Ihitrisatra 
saerilice, the result attained by wliicli liappens to be mentioned in a 
coi'related arthavada passage. 

The i’rabhfikara pi-eseiitalion of the adhikarana i.s as follows 
/filrrapukja.—“ Due signiricanee can attach only to such sentences 
us coMlain words denoting an action ; as the arthavada does not contain 
sucli a word, it mast be rejected as meaiiiiigless.” 

, SultlhdnUi. --Though the arthavada does not contain a word denoting 
action, yet, iiiasniuch as it is oonstrued along witli injiiuctive sentences 
which contain such, a word, tlie two come to he taken as one sentence ; 
and as siicli the injunctive word cannot be, said to he altogether abseiu 
in the artiiavada. flic arthavada, therefore, has a delinite meaning only 
wlien construed along with the injunctive Sentence. 
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hika,rana II. —Treating of the authority of auch .4 rthavdda 
pa8a<uie8 as have the form of Injunctions. 

sDtIU l. 2. 10-25. 

ii ii 

Rr: Vidhih, ail injunction, sff Va, surely. Rrij; Sy.lt, must be. 
Apflrvatvat, because of its (laying down) .something new (not known already).' 

VAdamiitrani, a mere description, Hi, (.specially) as. 
Anarihakarn, (would be) useless. 

lU. “ h inusl, be an injmiction ; liecavise it Jays down 
soiuetliiiif); now; ispeeially as a mere description would 
be useless.” -19. 

COMMRffTAtty. 

Ii, lias been shown in the procBcliug A-lhikamna that Arthav-iida pas¬ 
sages are authoritative, iiiasuuich as tliey are taken along with the 
injunctive passages, and serve the usef.d purpose of persuading men to 
peidurtn the actions hurl down by these latter. But we find .some pas,sages 
winch, wlnle containing the praise of something, contain also the injunction 
of an action ; lor instance, the passage ‘the .sacrificial post is of uduinbara 
wood : the u-liiiabara wood is tlie essence of food ; cattle are strong; through 
the poweiful iidumbara post one (the priest) aectuires powerful cattle; 
tlie powerful (ndumbara) tending to bring about power.’ With j-egard 
to this tliecpiestion arises—Does it mention the result-tlie obtaining of 
stveiigtli and strong cattle--a.s actually following from the making of tlie 
post of the uclumbara ivoud, the sentence thereby becoming an injunction 
of tlio result or doo.s it only express mere praise for purposes of persuasion ? 

d'he Pnronpaltm view Is t!iat-“ the passage should be taken as an 
injunction, .ind not as a mere praise; and the reason given is that die 
passage lays down that On post fihouU be made, of lojnmhava woo,!, if one 
desires to obtain strength ; and as this i.s not laid down by any other p.i.s- 
.sage, we cannot but conneot the mentioned result with the mentioned 
action ; and so long as the passage is capable of being taken as an injunc¬ 
tion, it would lie absolutely meaiiitigleas to take it as mere praise. ” 

%c5[” II II 

L .k ivu, (it ,n.ay h.A as i , or ti nry psH.i ,o •. ffT fti, thU. Chet 
n (is urgerl). ^ 

20. ‘Ml' It, is iirgcl tltal, it may be as in onliuary 
parlance,”—20. 
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COMMENTARY. 

in objection is raised against tlio Purvapaki^a view : — 

n ordinary parlance we find that when one says—‘^Tliis coav gives 
good milk,” we donot take this pi’aise as indicating Uie Injunction of its 
pill chase ; we take it only as a praise of the cow, this praise serving the 
purpose of persuading the person to purcliase llie cow,— this jiurchase 
liaving been mentioned in anotlier sentence; from the analogy of this 
ordinary usage we may conclude that the sentence in question is a mere 
praise. 

?r Na, that cannot be. Porvatvat, because it is known before¬ 

hand. 

21. (We reply) that cannot be; because it is known 
before!} and.”—21. 

COMMENTARY. 

The PUrvapah^in answers the objection raised in the preceding 
sutia Be says—The analogy does not hold good ; because in the case of 
oi'dinary parlance, wliat is praised is already known beforehand ; and what 
is said in praise cab also be verified by experience, by actually seeing the 
cow give good milk ; the case of the Vedic sentence is entirely diil’erent; what 
is praised—tlie making of the post with iiduinhara wood—is not already 
known ; nor is the fact put fonvard in the praise capable of verification by 
perception, etc. Hence we cannot apjily the analogy of ordinary parlance 
to tlie case of the Vedic passage in question. If we did so, then as in the 
case of the cow, the praise is verified by experience, so here also we would 
find it necessary to verify what is said in praise ; and as this is not possible 
because in ordinary experience, we can nevere find the udiiinbara to be 
* essence of food tlie whole declaration would become absurd. If, on the 
other iiand, the sentence be taken as containing an injnriction—and a 
Vedic injunction, being totally different in character from declarations in 
ordinary parlance,—there would be no need for any such corroboration.” 

^5=3 IHRRR II 

Uktani, has been explained, g l u, but. Vakyaslesatvam, 

the fact of being taken along with other injunctive sentences. 

22. But tlie fact of (sueli passages) being taken along 
with (other injunctive) sentences has- been explained (in 
suira 1. 2. 7).—22, 






WHtST^ 



The Purvapaksa has urged that, if taken as mere praise, the sentence 
becomes absolutely meaningless. In answer to tliis it is i^ointed out that, 
when taken as mere praise, the sentence cannot be meaningless or useless, 
because containing such praise, the sentence can be taken along with other 
injunctive sentences serving the purpose of persuading the agent to per¬ 
form tlie action enjoined by those sentences, as shown under sutra 1.2. 7. 
There are strong reasons against regarding the sentence as an injunction. 
Ill the first place, there is no injunctive word, the verb being in the 
present tense ; consequently the injunction could only be got at through 
the praise contained in tlie sentence ; under the circumstances, it is far 
more reasonable to take the praise as bearing upon an altogether different 
sentence ; as in the case of ordinary Arthavdda passages. That is to say, 
the sentence ‘ one obtains powerful cattle ’ must bo taken as mere praise ; 
to be taken along with the sentence * tlie post is of udumbara wood’; and it 
serves the very useful purpose of persuading the agent to make the post of 
that wood ; and it does not mean that one who uses that wood actually 
acquires powerful cattle ; the sentence, therefore, lias to be taken as true 
only in its figurative or secondary sense of praise, and not in its literal 
signification. 

II II 

Vidhili, the Injunction. ^ Clia, also. AnarthSfeTh, useless, 

meaningless, Kvachit, in certain cases. fasmat, from it. fgfg: 

Stutih, praise. Pratiyate, is deduced or understood. Tat- 

sAmanyat; by reason of the similarity to that. Itaresu, in ihe case of other 

sentences. fathAtvam, the same character. 

33. In certain cases the Injunction is fonncl to be actu¬ 
ally meaningless, in which case the sentence is taken as indi¬ 
cating praise ; when other passages are found to he similar, 
these also must be accepted to have the same character.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

It may bo argued that it is not right to reject the direct or literal 
signification of a sentence in favour of an indirect or figurative one. 
But, says the sCitra, there are many sentences, whore the direct sig¬ 
nification, which points to the enjoining of actions, is found to have 
no meaning; and in all these cases, we reject that signification, and 
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^ept; the sentence as iudicatiag mere praise; for instance, the sen¬ 
tence Vayu is the eftest deity ’ when taken in its direct signiiica- 
tiori, iinist mean ‘the \hryn should be made the effcest deity ; ’ this is 
nioaningless; as it is not possible for any agent to make Vayn ei't or 
otherwise; for this reason, we take tlie sentence as mere praise of Vayn 
to whom an animal is laid down (l)y anotlier sentonce) as to bo sacrificed. 
The contention of the sfitra is that when, in. sucli cases, all parties agree 
ill rejecting th.e direct signification of injunction In favour of the indirect 
indication of praise, there can be no objection to the same in the case of 
all sentences tliat ho found to resemble the above sentence; that is 
to say, when once we can, on sniricient grounds, reject tlie direct signifi¬ 
cation, there can be no reason why we should not do (he same, whenever 
we have similar reasons for doing it. 

II II 

Prakarane, in, along with, the context. Sambhavnn, com¬ 
patible. Apakarsali, removal or transference, q qfc^cqrf Na-kalpyeta, 

is not right. fqv:qR45iF?:iJ? Vidhyaiiarthakyam, meaninglessness of the injunction. 
rl[ Hi, because. Faniprali, vvitli regard to that. 

24. In blie case of that which is conii)atible (capable of 
being taken along) with its own context, removal is not 
right; specially because an injunction would he absolutely 
meaningless in regard to that (particnlar sacrifice.)^—24. 

COMMENTARY. 

The present sutra puts forward another aj'ganient in .support 
of tlie rievY that in the case of many such sento'jices as the one in (inestion, 
we find it necessary to reject tiie direct signification of ininncttoii in 
favour of the indication of praise. 'I’he sentence referred to is the follow¬ 
ing—* tlrat which is hnrnt becomes fit for tiie demon ’—occioTi-ing 
in the Uavslia-Purtjamusa section ; according to the argument of the 
Purvapaksa, tlie sentence must bo taken as enjoining the demon as a 
deity for the sacrifice, to whom the bui'nt cake is to he offered ; and this 
would imply the removal of the previously mentioned deities of the sacri- 
fico, who should have to inalce room tor tlie demon. As against this, the 
siitra urges that so long as there is a possibility of the previonslv men¬ 
tioned deities being retained tliere can ho no justification for their 
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I'Ciiioviv! ; except for very strong reasons. In the case in question however, 
we find no such reason ; as we are pen’fecvt.ly justified in taking the sen¬ 
tence as a praise of the urihiir/xt cake, udiich alone is fit for the gods, the 
burnt one being iit only for ileiiioiis. If, in order to avoid this argiunent, 
(lie sentence were takei^ as an injunction by itself, laying down an entirely 
distinct action, — that of burning tlie cake intended foj* the demon , —then 
the reply is that siicli. an Injunction could have absolutely no sense,, in 
regard to the particular sacrifice of the l.klr^^a/^l:hnnlUltnAsa, in whose context 
it occurs. 

This shows that the:ie aie many cases where the indirect indication 
is preferj'cd to llie direct, signification ; consequonlly there can be no objec¬ 
tion (u the .same being done in the case of the sentence under discussion. 

^TrT II 11 

fqvjl’ Vidlu'iu, ill the case of ir.junctioii. Cha, and ftiriher. Vakya- 

hheclali, syiitactical split, furw SySt, would be. 

25. And fiirtlier, in the caseoi' tlie sentence being taken 
as an injunction, tliere would be syntactical s[)lit. — 25. 

COMMKNTAllV. 

If die S(3nl;enco in .question be taken as an injunction, then it 
would have to he construed, as-- ‘ The Udunibara wood is strong-*^-<>ne 
should make the post of the Udunibara wood;’ and thereby the one 
sentence woidd become resolved into two ; tliereby causing a syntactical 
split, wriich. cannot be jusLilio I except wdien there is no other way of con¬ 
struing the sentence. 

The inevilalde conclusion thus is that the sentence in (piestioii must 
be taken as mere praise, serving tlie purpose of persuading the perfoj’iner 
to make the post of tJie particular wood mentioned. 

According to Prabliakaja, the argiunentfor the Purvapaksa is that, 
so long as the sentence ^obtains powerful cattle’ can be taken as per¬ 
taining to sorneth.ing to he accornplu^lied (c.r/., the action of making the post 
of lujumhava wood), \i is not .right to take it as pointing merely an accom¬ 
plished .(act — the mere praise. Tlie argument for the Siddhanta is that so 
long as any one or more sentences can be taken as pertaining to a single 
injunction, it is not right to accept dilTerent injunctions; lienee when 
the sentence is capable of being taken as a praise, related to the previously 
enjoined action, we cannot regard it as an injunction of results, as held 
by the PArvapaktia. 
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Adhikcmina {III). — Treatinri of such Arthavdda passages 
as apqyear to contain the statement of reasons for certain 
courses of action. 

SUTRA 1. 2. 26 -30. 

II il 

Metuh, reason, Va, only. ??srr?( Syat, must be. 
Arlliavattvopapattibhyam, because of usefulness and proof. 

26. The passage must be taken only as the statement 
of reason ; becraise of usefulness and proof.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

There are certain passages wliicli appear to contain the statement of 
reasons for a certain course of action. As for example, the passage ‘ tlie 
libation shmild be ponrecl vvitli the tiilrpa because it is hii menus of this that 
food is prepai^ed.' Noav, witli regard to this, there arises the question— 
does the sentence ‘ because, etc.,’ lay down a reason for the pouring of 
tlie libation with the Jilurpa? or, is it a mere praise of the tiurpa meant to 
persuade the sacrilicer to use it ? 

The Purvapaksa embodied in tlie stitra is.that--^ the sentence must 
“ be taken as containing the statement of a reason for the adopting of a 
“certain course of action; (1) because when thus taken, the sentence 
“ serves the very useful purpose of implying the use of all sucli implements 
“of cooking as the ladle, the vessel and the like, ^all of whicli are used 
“ in the pieparing of food ; and (2) because it is only when it is thus taken 
“ tliat the assertion becomes at all true and justifiable ; that is to say, if the 
“sentence is taken as the praise of the tSurpa only, it fails to be 
“ precisely true, as it is not only the t^urpa whereby food is prepared ; 
“ on the other hand, if we take the sentence as stating a reason for the 
“ using of the ft^uipa, as also of all those things that are instrumental in 
“the preparing of food, it becomes perfectly true; this is the‘proof’ 
“ spoken of in tlie siitra.” 

The Sicldhanta in reply to the above is presented in the next siitra. 

^ n ^vs II 

StuUu (it is) praise, g Tu, but. SabdapQrvatvat, because 

it is mentioned directly bv the word, Achodana, non-injunction, 'sr Clia, 

while. Tasya, of any other. 









HWisrffy 



U P/Wa, TI ADHIKAIUNA, Sit. 1. 2. SS, 


Sl 


27. But it must he regarded as a praise (of the silrpa), 
because this is enjoined directly by the word ; while there is 
no injuuetion of any other.— 21. 

OOMMKNTARy. 

The use of the .‘furpa i.s laid doAvn directly by .the preceding sen- 
tence—sfarpena juhoti; and as such this doe.s not stand in need of any 
corroboration by the sttitenients of reason ; it is enotigh for ns to knoAv that 
the ^ixrpa is laid down as the implement to be used ; we do not want to 
know why it is so laid down ; so if taken as stating a reasqn the sentence 
in quest ion would become superfluous. If, on the other hand, it is taken 
as being a piaise of the J^lLlrpa, it serv^es the tisetid, purpose sei'ved by 
all a.rtha\'iida3, nisi., that of persuading the performer to use the (hirpa. 
Then again, the I’urvapaksin (contends that if taken as the statement of 
re.ison the sentence includes all such implements as the ladle and the like, 
all of which are used in the preparing of food. 'I'he Siddhanti urges that this 
is all the more reason why the sentence cannot be taken as the statement 
of reason ; it would, in that case put the sfhrpa, tlie use of wliiolj is 
directly enjoined by the preceding sentence, on the same footing as all 
other implements, which are not so enjoined ; and this could be far from 
right. 

I hen again, what the sentence in question praises is only that by 
which food is prepared ; while the injunction is that of the ifnrpa ; anil 
as that, by which the food is prepared is the action of cooking,—and not 
the tlurpa, etc., the sentence in question does not, in lealit.y, state aiiy 
reason for what has been enjoiiie l. 'I'his is tlie meaning that the Vartika 
attributes to the last clause of the sutra. 




_rs 


sit^^Vyarihe, ihe meaning e.\pre.ssed by the .sentence not being applicable 
(to the sQrpa). Stutih, praise. $rraric!tr Anyayya not proper. hi 

Cliet^ if it be urged, * 

28. It it be urged tJuit—“ the meaning expressed by the 
sentence not being applicable (to the surpa and the sentence 
thereby beco.ning ineauingless) any praise by that sententjo 
Avould be most improper. — 28. 

OOMMENTARY. 

ft has been dechued above that, the passage in que.stioii is a mere 
praise of the !<arpa, and cannot he taken as literally true; because tho 
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food 18 prepared by the action of cooking, and not by the Tlie 

presei^t siitra raiseB an objection :—“ Tf the food is prepared by tl)o action 
of cooking, then the rfflrpa cannot be J’iglitly spoken as that by means of 
which Food is prepared ; eonsecpiently it cannot be right to praise it 
by that assertion any snch praise of tlie ^^tlrpa would be most absurd.’’ 

Arthai;), (there is) use (for it), g Tu, but. Vidlii^esalvAt, 

because it forms part of the injunction. Yatha, as. Loke, in the 

ordinary world, 

29. (Our reply is), but what is expressed b}’’ the sentence 
is applicable (to the dilrpa), (and the sentence is not mean¬ 
ingless) because it forms part of the injunction ; and it is 
exactly as in the ordinary vrorld.—29. 

COMMB.VTARY. 

All that is meant by saying that the food is prepared by the action 
of cooking, and not by the ddrpa, is tlint the former is the more im¬ 
mediate cause ) and by this it is not meant to deny the instminentality of 
the !(firpa entirely ; just as in ordinary parlance when a certain work is 
accomplished by a number of men, wlien we attribute the success to that 
person who has worked most, we do not deny the agency of the other 
workers, in the same manner, even ihougli the i^Qrpa may not be 9>e 
direct and immediate cause of the preparation of food, it cannot be denied 
that it helps towards it. Such being tlie case, what is expressed by tlie 
sentence * because by means of it food is prepared becomes cpiite appli¬ 
cable to it ; and the sentence cannot be regarded as meaningless ; specially 
as it forms part of, and is intended to be taken along with, the loiegoing 
injunction, ‘ the libation should be ofiered bj' means of the sflipa ; tliat 
is to sav, bf'ing intended for being construed along with the injunction, 
the sentence is naturally taken not quite in its primary signification, 
as pertaining to the direct and immediate cause of the preparation of 
food ; but in that secondary sense which is compatible with the sense 
of that injunction. 

^ %g: i %, 

Yadi, if. =®r Cha, again, Hetuh, reason. Avastistheta 

it would be restricted, Nirderfat, because of the specification. 
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SaniSni’at, through similarity. '^?r iti diet, if it be urged that. 
Avyavastha, iiidecisiveness or uucertaiaty, inclefinitenes.s. Vidhiiiani, 

of injunctions, Syflt, tliere would be. 

30. If it were the statement ot: reason, the assertion 
wmnld be restricted (to the t^urpa o.iiIy); because it is that 
which is specialh' mentioned. If it he urged that ‘ by reason 
of similarity (the assertion would apply to other things 
alsoj —we reply that in tliat case, the injunction wordd be¬ 
come vague and uncertain.—30. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the senteuce in question were taken as asserting the reason fur 
tiie use of the s'llrpa, tlien the .assertion—‘ liecause by tliat is food prc- 
jiared ’ woiiid Iiave to be restricted to the ifurpa only ; and it could not 
he taken, as applicable to any other instriunents of tlie preparation of 
food ; because of all these iiistrunieiits, it is tlie slurpa that is specifically men¬ 
tioned. In answer to this it might be urged tliat—all that the sentence 
asserts is tlie instrumentality towards food-preparation;’ and as such it could 
be applicable to all things that are instrumental towards it ; and it could 
not be restricted to tli.c .■fdrpa only. But in that carse, the sentence, declar¬ 
ing the reason, being found to be applicable to many things other than 
the diirpa, there would be no linality in the injunction of the use of the 
sliirpa; and this injunction would become vague and indecisive; while, 
on the other liand, wlien the sentence is taken as praising the diirpa, 
it strengthens the injunction, and helps to make it definite and decisive. 

Prabhak ara’s argument in support of the Siddhanta is that the Vedic 
injunction docs not stand in need of the support of any statement of 
reason ; the injunction being self-sutlicient, any statement of reason in 
corroboration of it must be superlluous ; but as no sentence in the Veda can 
be entirely superlluous, the sentence must be taken as containing the praise 
of the implement whose use lias been enjoined. 


Adhikarana IV—^Treating of the use of Mantras. 

SUTRA 1. 2. 31-53. 


w I’i II 

fat, witli.-?r5 Artba, in connection.—^Astrat, because of scrip¬ 
tural directions. Mantranarthakyam, meaninglcisness of mantras.] 

[ This word lias to be supplied from siitra 39 below which closes the statement 
of the Purvapaksa]. 
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31. “ Because of scriptural directions in connection 

Avitli those (inantras) [Mantras cannot be meant to be signifi¬ 
cant of any meaning].”— 31. 

COMMENTAHY. 

.It Jius been proved above tlial: even suclr apparently absurd.pa.seages 
as inany art.bavtda passages are found to have a bearing upou dftar/na ; and 
thus it is regarded as established that the entire Veda is to be regarded as 
nutborital.i VC- oil matters relating to dharma ; from this it is natviraliy taken 
for granted that the mu ntra-v of the Veda also must be possessed ol some 
sueli authority. This much being granted, the question naturally arises 
as to the particular use to wrliieh rnnvtras are to be put. :.l'h.at the 
mantras are not injuimtioiw is clear and as such they cannot serve the 
purpose of laying down an action, as injunctive sentences do ; contain¬ 
ing no praise or disparagement, they cannot serve the purpose that has 
been found to be served by the artliavada passages ; from this it follows 
that the only purpose that can be served by the mantras must lie in the 
use of the mere words composing the mantras ; and in connection with 
such use, the cinestion that naturally arises is—are tlie words of the mantra 
pronounced for the purpose of conveying some meaning ? Or are they 
proiicmuced merely for the sake of the utteiance, and no sense is intended 
to be conveyed by them ? 

Tlie IMri'a-paki^a view is that the mantras are not pronounced for 
the purpose of conveying any meaning, — tliey are in fact, not intended 
to be expressive of any meaning. .Each of the following nine sutias begin- 
ing with sutra 31 gives a reason in support of this view. 

(1) '‘In connection with the picking up of the ahhri, wo have 

the following text — demsyati-stydrabhya ydyatretja ehhandasci Made . 

j:ti cdiatarhhirabhrhnMatte where a set d' four mantras is laid down as 
VO be pronounced at the time of tlie picking up of the abhri; now the 
words of the mantras themselve.s signify the action of picking np ; under 
the circumstances, if these words w’ere really meant to be significant, 
the fact of tlie rnantras being used for the picking up of the abhri would 
be signified by the words of the mantras themselves, vvliat would be the 
use of the subsequent direcliou — ‘one should pick up the aWii’i with 
these four mantras ? — inasmuch ■ as it has been found necessary to add 
..this direction to the inantras, it i.s clear that the words themselves 
are not intended to be significant; they are meant only to be recited 
ns so many words, irrespective of any sense that might be conveyed 
by them.” 
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Vakya, (if tfie seiitences.~R?THrg Niyamat, because of the Hxitv 
of order. ' ^ 

32. (2) “Also because the order of sentences (in the 
niantras) is iiTovocably fixed.”—32. 

OOMMiiXTARY. 

(A) rije secoiu! reason is (bat il tlie manlvus were ifiteinled to be 
iveited witii a view to the sense conveyed by them, tliere would be nothing 
wrong in cl.anging tlie order of the words of the mitUras ■ for instance in 
the case of the mantra-^'acjmmAv<m& cUoa.lj., cfcc.,’ it would make no differ¬ 
ence at all if llie7/mntm were recited in the form ‘ vulrdM. agnih dirah dr.c ■’ 
n.s this change in the order of the words would not make any diffmonce 
in (lie sense conveyed by the words. As a matter of fact, however, the 
order of tlie words composing a mantra is most rigidly fi,xed ; and one 
may not displace a single syllable; from whioh it follows that the 
.woalsare not recited for the puriiose of conveying any sense; their 
use lies 111 the purely verbal recitation.” 

II3^ II 

t)Liddhcij (pci'taiiiinc' to) one who i ' 

b.c„»e <,f.cr,p.;,Li„c.ioL, Sas.n,,, 

33. (3) “ Boeauso tliero are directions adcirossod to 

OiU) wJio already knows.”—33. 

COMMENTARY. 

(o) We meet with, sucli mantras as ‘ agiudagntn vihara rarhrih 
.tro.n/c. the words of whicli mean ‘ Oii Agnidhra priest, move mrm g 

lu-es aiK spreatl kn^a ; this addressed to the Agnidhra pHes! 

ami as the priest already knows his dnty-withoat which knowledge he 
could not olhciato as priest -as consisting in moving about the sacrificial 
ires, and spreading the kns'a; it would be superfluous to address to 
b.iu any such directions as ‘ move among the fires, Ac.’; but these words 
are laid down as to be addressed to him ; from which the only inference 
IS that tlie words as a.blressed to liim, in the form of the mantra, are 
not intended to convey any moaning.’’ 




n ii 


Avidyainana, (of) things that do not e.xist.-t,™ Vachanftt 
because of the mention. '" 
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34. (4) “ Because of the mention of such things as do 
not exist.”—"34. 

OOMMEIV'i'ARY. 

'4) “ We meet witli siicli vmntraa as ^ chatvari sifwgalj trayosya 
vdddh; the ’TOvds of which mean ^ it haa four hoi'iis and tliree feet’; now, 
as a matter of fact, wo know iluil there is no animal, no subBtance in fact, 
which has four horns and tl>ree feet; and yet it is not possible for the 
Veda to speak of such absiirditios. T)ie only conclusiou that is possible 
is tliat the w^ords are not intended to convey any Tueaniiig at all/’ 

Achetana, insens ate. Artha, things,—Sumbar;idli^t, 

because of being addressed. 

35, (5) '‘ Because of their being addressed to in¬ 
sensate th ings.”—35. 

COMMENTARY. 

(5r“We find many maniras laid down as to be recited- -the 
words of whidi signify that they are addressed to insensate tilings; 
such mantras, for instatice, as ‘ osadhe trdyasra, etc. ’ (‘ 0 herb, save 
me),’ ‘ shriiotii, r/rdra? o?* ’ Ibsten, O ye stones!’);—as the addiessing of 
such requests to insensate things as herbs and atones would be absurd, 
vve are led to the conclusion that the words are not intended to convey 
atiy meaning at all.” 

o ii 

Arrba, (in) signification.—VipratisedhAt, because cf contra¬ 
dictions. 


36. 


(6) “ Because of coutradictions in the significa¬ 


tion.”—36. 

COMMENTARY. 

(6l We find such mantras ub ‘ Aditirclyauli^ adiiirantar'ik^um,' —the 
words of wbieli can only mean ‘ Aditi is heaven, Aditi is sky,’ a palpable 
absurdity ; the same Aditi cannot be belli heaven and ; this is the 
contui diet ion si)okenoi \n the sutra ; similarly, the mantra Eko rudro 
na dvittyali, ('there is on]y one Rudra, no second)/if it meant what it 
appears to mean, it would be a direct contradiction of the mantra 
‘ asankliydUi saJtasrcit.ii ye Ifudralif tlie words of which mean ^ the number 
of Kudras is innumerable ibousarids.’ As the Veda could not make such 
contradictory statements, it follows that tho words arc not meant to bo 
signiheant of any meaning.” 
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SvadliySyavat, as there is of the verbal text, Avaclianflt, 

because of non-mentioi). 

37. (7) “ Because there is no mention (of the meaning), 
as tliere is of the verbal text —37. 

• COMMENTARY. 

y7) “ As a matter of fact we find all great teachers of the Veda ex¬ 
horting their pupils to learn carefully the text of the mantras, which they 
present before them with a good deal of care ; we do not find any Ivalpa 
saying anything as regards the meaning conveyed by the wnrd.s of the 
mantras ; this is a clear indication of the fact that all teachers know 
that the words of the inantra.9 are not intended to convey any meanings. 

1 hen again, with regard to the getting up of the verbal text, we have 
such Vedic injunctions as ‘ svMhyayo dhyetavayaJj. ’ and tlie like ; there 
is no suoli injunction with regard to the getting up of the meaning of the 
mantras ; which also shows that the Veda does not intend these to convey 
any meaning.” 


“ n u 

38. (8) “ Because it is unintelligible.”- 


38. 


COMMENTARY. 

(8) “ In the case of many mantras we find that tlie meaning of some 

words is absolutely unintelligible ‘ srh yera jarhhdrttwpidrV. 

ns also proves that the words of mantras are not meant to convoy any 
sense.” 

“ II II 

Anitya, transient things. -?f?iffTra; Samyogat, because of the mention. 

-Wantranarthakyam, meaninglessness of the mantras. 

39. (9) “ Because of the mention of transient things, — 
the manlTas cannot be regarded as conveying any meaning.” 

COMMENTARY. 

(9) “ In the case of such mantras as—•* kintehmvanti Mkafesu (jdval}.,' 
if the words convey any meaning, they speak of certain particular cows of 
th« Kikata country both of which are transitory thing.s; as it is not 
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possible for the eternal Veda to speak of such tilings, we must conclude 
that the words are !iot meant to convoy any meaning at all/’ 

Such is the statement of the Piirvapaksa 

wmm: w 2 n 

Avisistali, noo-difTereMt. l u, but. VAky^i’diah, the signi¬ 

fication of sentences. 

40. But there is no diiTerence in the signification of 
sentences (of the Veda and those in ordinary parlance).—40. 

COMMHKTAKV. 

in reply to the Putwapaksa put forward in the foregoing siltras, the 
Siddhdirta is that the mantras are always meant to convey a definite mean¬ 
ing ; because in ordinary parlance we lind that whenever a nimiber of words 
are used as a sentence, they are always meant to convey a meaning ; and as 
tlie words of the mantras aho constitute sentences, there is every j*t3asoii to 
suppose that iliese sentences also are meant to convey definite meanings. 
Just ns in ordinary parlance, so in the case of the mantras also, in every 
sentence there aie four factors, viz.^ tlie u'ords, the meaning of each of 
the woi’ds by itself, the sentence, and the meaning of tlie sentence ; now 
wlien the mantras are recited at a sacrifice, tlie words and the sentence 
composed hy them serve tlie purpose of foing the verbal foiin of the text 
recited ; tlie ivieanings of tlie component vvoids collectively go to fix tlie 
meaning of the sentence ; and it is the meaning of tlie sentence alone that 
does not serve any otlier pinpose ; hence it is hy meanB of tliis last factor 
tliat the mantra can benefit the sacrificial perfoirnance ; and this benefit, 
in niost cases, consists in tlie indicating of the deity of tlie sacrifice. 


5?T: \\ II 


Giindrthena, for purposes of qualification. Punah^rutih, 

repetition. 

41. Tlie repetition is for purposes of (.]iia]iijcation.—41. 

COMMEXTAKY. 


''Phis siitra answers the argument put forward in sut]*a 3.1 above. Tlie 
addition of the sentence cluiivrlhirahhvmddatte is not for tlie indicating 
of tlie use of tlie mantras at the piching up of the ahhri — wliich is already 
indicated by the words of the mantras themselves; — but for the pointing 
out of a further cpialification of the — this qualification being in the 
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form of the niimhev ^ which ninnher is ;iiot mentioned in the vioiitras. 
riiat is to say, tliougli the words of each of the 7navtras '<ire snfiicient to 
point out the fact tliat each of tlieiu is to he recited at the pichiiig up of 
the ahhri^ there is nothing in Uiem to point out the fact tliat the aheri is to 
be picked up witli mantras ichose rnirnhcr is four ; and inasnuicli as the 
supplementary sentence supplies this new information, it can be regarded 
as a pure injuiiciion. 

II II 

harisahkhy^, (there is) exclusion. 

42. There is an exclusion.- -42. 

COMMKNTAKY. 

Another mantra ciled by tlie Purvfij^akKi in ooiuiecti(.'ii nith .sutia 
I mdinagriUHiam rashandinrhasyaj to which is added ll>e svipple- 
nieiitary sentence ‘ ityasvdhhidhdrnmdchtto’] unci it ift urged that if the 
mantra were intended to be significant, as the liolding of the reins is 
already mentioned by tlio words of {he mautra itself, — wliat would be (lie 
use of inentioning it over again by means of the supplementary sentence. 
The reply to this is tliat the supplementary sentence serves the piirpf;.-,e 
of e.wlnsioii that is to say, all that the words of the mantra signify is 
the holding of the reins ; and as this could be tlie holding of the reins 
of the horse as well as tliat of tlio reins of the ass, the supplemeritary 
direction is added that tlie mantra is to be recited in the liolding of tlie 
reins of the horse ; whicli excludes the liolding of the reins of tlie ass • 
thus tlie sappleineiitaiy sentence serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

WT II 8^ U 

ALthavadali, (it may be) an arthavAda. Va, or. 

43. Or it may be an artliavarla. — 4o. 

oommuntary. 

This takes up the case of another rnaiilra, that is cited in this 
connection hy the opponent. The mantra—' Urupratha uru prathasva 
is found to be supplemented liy the direction ‘ iti pmroddkam prathayatV ; 
and it is argued that if tlie wantra was intended to be significant, as the 
becoming large of the cake is already mentioned by the words ‘ iiru pra- 
t/tasw,’ the adding of the supplementary direction would be superfluous. 
The answer to this is that tho words of the mantra ‘ uru pruthaava; do not 
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really mention the enlurgiiig ol* the cake ; in fact they cannot be taken 
in tlieir direct signification ; as they are addressed to the cake an inani¬ 
mate thing, the addressing to whom can have no meciniug at all ; tliese'- 
wor’ds, therefore, have to be taken as mere Arthavada serving the purpose 
of persuading the performer to do the enlarging of the cake laid down in 
the 8Uj)pteiaeiitary direction. That the words of the mantra are meant to 
be an Arthavada is further shown by the fact that towards the end of the 
inanira wo have the words ‘‘ uni te yajgnapaiil^t imUUatdm ’ (may your master 
of the sacrifice become inagnitiedr ; if we put the two together, we get at 
the idea addressed to the cake ‘You may become huge, and may thereby 
the master of the sacrifice become magnified ’ i,e, ; ‘ if the cake is enlargenf 
the master becomes uiagnilied f and tliis is a pure Arthavada serving the 
purpose of persuading the priest to enlarge the cake, as laid down in tJie 
supplementary direction. 




Aviruddhain, iiol incompatible, Param, llie assumption. 

44. Tlie assumption would not be incompatible.'—4d. 

- Ct.)WMKNTARY. 


Ill sii. 32 above, it has been argued that, inasniuch as it is only 


when tlie words of tlie mantra are in a jiarticulai’ older that the mantra 
is recognised as such, and not wlieit tlie order is changed,—it follows lhat 
no significance is meant to be attached to the words ; because tlie clitinge 
in the order of the words does not change .h.e meaiiiiig. The reply 
to this is that all tliat this argument means is that, in the case of the 
use of such mantras we liave to assume that the desired transcendental 
result can follow only when the words of the mantra are pronounced in a 
particnlar order; and this assumption is perfectly compatible with the 
view that the words are meant to be significant; as even then tliere would 
be notliing incongruous in the assumption that a certain transcendental 
resrilt follows when the words are uttered in a certain order. So this 
argument does not affect the case at all. 




Samprai»e, iu regard to the directions, Karma, action of signi¬ 
fication Garba, reproach. —AnupAlambhah, no objection (can 

betaken). Sariiskaratvat, because of its being an addition to his 

qualifif'atiou 
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45. As regards the directions, no objection can he 
taken on the basis of reproach attaching to the signification ; 
because it serves the purpose of adding to iris qualification. 
—45. 

COMMENT ABY. 

Ill Sutra. 33 above, it lias been argued tiuit, in the case of such man- 
trcs as ‘ agnid agnin vihara, &c.’ vvhicli are addressed to learned priests,-- 
if (hey are meant to be signilicant, i.e., if the mantra really were intended 
to convey (he meaning ‘O agiud priests, move nmong the fires,’—any 
sncli addressing would be entirely superfluous; as the priest already 
knows wliat he has to do. The aiiswei' to this is that the objection is 
not well taken ; as even thougii the priest may alretnly know what he 
has to do, if he is, at the time of actual performance, reminded of ids 
duties,—this only adds to his qualification, enabrmg him to perform his 
duties more precisely than he would have done if he had only a vague 
notion of what was required of him. 




Abliidiulne, on .signilicance, being signifioant. Arthavada},!, 

(die mantra is) an artliavada. 

46. Being significant, the mantra is regarded as an 
Artliavada.—46. 

COiUMENTAltY. 

This answers the ai'gunient urged in sutra 34, The manlra “hav¬ 
ing four horns, * 0 .” must be regarded as conveyinga definite meaning ; 
and the sense conveyed need not be absurd ; as the whole is a highly 
fignrative eulogy bestowed upon tlio deity of the sacrifice, the sun ; tli'e 
“four horns ’’ of the sun are the four quarters of tlie day,—the three feet 
lefer to llie three seasons,—tlie ‘ two heads” to tlie two half-yearly periods, 
arul BO fortlu 

’•s. 

GOiiat, on account of expre.ssion being taken in its secondary (figura¬ 
tive) sense. Avipratisedhab, non-contradiction. SyAt, there 

would be. 

47. Inasmiicli as the expressiou is figurative, there 
is no contradiction.—47. 






Id siitra 36, it lias bee.!! ai'gned that if the mantra ^Aditirdyaiili con¬ 
veyed the meaning that ‘Aditi is heaven,’ — it vvonhl be contradicting a fact ; 
because as a matter of fact, Aditi is not lieaven. The answer to this is 
that the mantra is not intended to be taken as literally true ; all that is 
inoant by it is the praise of Aditi ; and when one praises a certain deity, 
he can, lignratively speaking, speak of that deity, as anything and every¬ 
thing. So there is nothing in the sense conveyed by the mantra that can 
1)0 callcfl as "contrary to fact-’ 

ii ac ii 

Vidya-avachaiiain, the non-meinion of the studying (of mean¬ 
ings). ^’^I'rTTni Asamyog^i, is due to the fact of non-connection. 

48. That the studying (oi the meanings of mmitras) is 
not mentioned (in the Vedio texts laying down Vedic study) 
is due to the fact that it (the knowledge of the meanings of 
mymlvf/s) has no connection (with the actual performance of 
sacrifices).—48. 

COMMENTARY. 

*** In sdtra 37 it has bee!) argued that though we have texts that lay 
down the study of the verbal text of the mantras, there is none that 
enjoins the learning of their meanings, and that we donot find teacliers 
of the Veda explaining tlie meanings of mantras. The answer to this is 
lliat tJie Veda does not lay down the studying of the meaning for the 
sliople reason that, the meaning of niontras has no direct bearing upon the 
performance of sacrifices ; and the teachers donot take the trouble of 
explaining the meanings with care because the comprehension and retain¬ 
ing of the meaning is much easier than the retaining of the text. 

mi It n 

?I?r: Satah, of Uiat which exist. <n;i5|,Pai am, moreover. Avijftaiiaro, 

ignorance. 

49. MoreoA-er, tliere is ignoi’ance (of the meaning) 
which is there all the same. — 49. 

COMMENTARY. 

[a autra 38, it is arged that there are certain mantras that are 1? 
entirely uninteUigible. The answei' to tliis is that, tliat we donot grasp jl 










the inoauing of a certaindoes not prove that; it has no meaning ; as 
a matter of fact, every mantra has a definite meaning ; and when we can¬ 
not find out wliat it is in a certain case, that only shows that we are 
ignorant of it. Jn fact there is no mantra whose moaning cannot be found 
out l)y careful consideration and pondei ing. Examples of tlie interpreta¬ 
tion of apparently meaningless mantras are given in tlie T^^nframrtika 
(Translation, p^j. lOO-lOl.) 

w Xo w 

Uktab, has been already exp)ainc<i. Cha, and. 
Anityasamyogafi, the mention of transient things. 

50. And the mention of transient things (iu Vedic 
raantrofi) has already been explained.— 50. 

COMJrBNTARY. 

In sutra 39 it is urged that there are certain mantras wliicli, if 
regarded as significant, would be found to make mention of transient 
tilings, which would not be compatible with the eternal character of all 
Vedic mantras. The answer to this is that the difficulty witli regard to tlie 
mention In tlie Veda of apparently transient things, has already been ex¬ 
plained above, under sfitra I. 1, 31. 

Liiigopadesah, the mention of mantras by indicative names, 

Cha, also (proves that the mantra is significant), Tadarthatv^t, be¬ 

cause such is the signification of tiiose (names). 

51. The mention of mantrashy indicative names also 
[proves that the mrmtras are significant] hecause such is the 
signification of those names.—51, 

COMMENTARY. 

The above sutras luive refuted the argiunents of tlie opponent. With \ 
thissntra begins the statement of arguments I 

We find certain mantras designated by specific names. Such, for instance, | 
as ' AfpieyV ' Aindin,' these names signify respectively ‘ that which has 
Agni for its deity,' and ‘ that which has Indra for its deity;' now the fact 
that the particular mantra has Agni or Indra for its deity cannot be as- 
etirlained except by taking account of what the words of the mantra 
signify, hence we conclude that inasmuch as such significant names 
have been given to mantras^ they cannot but be ]-egarded as intended to 
convey definite meanings. 









II II 

3 vg:: Ohab, modification. 

52. ('riie ucce|:)tance of) morlifications proves that 
manVnis are meant to be significant.—52. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find the Veda referring to modifications in tfio wording of the 
mantras ; for instance, the sentence ‘ na mala mrdhate ’ (‘the motlier grows 
not’) precludes tlie possibility of nouns in the singular namber being 
changed into those in tlie dual or 'plural ; tlie sense of tins sentence being 
that when a certain mantra conUimn the word ‘e?7am’ for instance, as 
referring to the sacrificial animal, this singular pronoun ‘ enani ’ should 
not he changed into ‘ endn ' when the number of animals is more than 
one. This clearly shows that the words of tlie mantra, e.g.^Uniam' in 
the present case is intended to be significant of ‘ this/ one animal. 

II VC mi 

Vidhiiiabdah, words in injunctive sentences. ^ Cha, al.so. 

53. Then again, we meet with certain words in 
injunctive sentences which show that mantras are intended 
to be significant.—53. 




OOMMENTAKY. 

In the Veda we fuid certain injunctions wliich make mention of the 
parts of certain mantras, not by means of tlie exact words of the 'mantra, 
but by means of other synonymous words. For instance, in one passage 
the mantra ' Satam hinmli' is refeiTed to as ' Sat am heinantdv.^ ddiis 
clejirly shows that the Veda itself intends mantras to be significant. 

The PrAbliakara view is, in the main, same as the above Bh/itta view. 
“The mantras must be regarded as intended to bo significant; because as 
part of the Veda, they must liavea useful bearing on actions; this they can 
have only if they are regarded as indicating ('ertaiu details (in the shape of 
the deity, for instance) connected with the action.’' (Brihati), And so 
long as they are found to supply some such useful information, it is not 
riglit to regard^theni as being intended for mere recitati(ui, whicli recitation 
brings forth certain tianscendental results. There may bo some mantras 
that are not found to coiiv. y any infonnation useful in sacrificial per¬ 
formances ; sucli mantras may be taken as being intended for mere verbal 
recitation for purposes of transcendental results only. 

End of Tada ii of Adhyaya I. 
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TiIIBI) Pada. 

THE AUTllOlUTY OF SxMRITIS AND OSAGE ON MATTERS 
JiELATING TO DHAIUMA. 

Adhikarana I-—The authority of Sniriti^in (jeveral. 

hCitra 1. 3. i -% 

3C!TT^” tn I ^ I ^ H 

Dliarmasya, of clharnia. SabdainCilatvat, on account of the 

character of having the Veda for its basis. A&bclau), that which is not 

Veda, Anapek«ani, to be disi egardecl. SyAt, would be. 

1 . “ Dharmu having the Veda for its sole basis, that 

which is not Veda should be disregarded.”—1. 

COMJSfBNTAUV. 

The preceding two pnelay have establisherl the authority of tl/e lii- 
junctioiis, Arthavadas and Mantras occurring in the Veda. What (.‘alls for 
conBideration next is the cliaracter of such words and expressions as arc the 
names of sacrifices. But befoio taking up this ([uestion, tlie sutra takes up 
the cpiestion of the authority of the Sinritis ; and the reason for tliis lies in 
tliG well-known fact that the knowledge of Sinritis is found to help in the 
coniprelicnsion of tlie true meaning of many Vedic injunctions; and in 
inaiiy eases, the autliority of the Veda is open to rojeetion in favour of 
what is laid down in the Sinritis ; and tlnis it becomes necessary to as¬ 
certain how far the Smriti may be allowed to interfere in matters relating to 
dharnia, for wliich tlie Veda lias been found to be the sole auiliority. But 
before considering these comparatively doubtful cases,—where the Sin|‘Iti 
goes directly against the Veda, the author deals with the more general 
cjiiestion—Is tlie Smriti to be regarded as having any antliority on matters 
relating to dharma ? 


To take a specific instance--tlie Smi‘iti lays down tlie performing of 
the Astaka tiraddlias, with regard to wdiich nothing is found in the Vedas. 
Now, tlic question arises, — Js the performance of tlie Astaka to be regard¬ 
ed as dharma to the same extent as the Agniliotra wliich is enjoined in 
the Veda ? 


The Purvapaksa on this point is that, any action laid down in 
works other than the Veda canuot be regarded as dharma ; because dharma 
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led by Vedic injunc¬ 
tions; consequently, in all matters relating to dlianna, all tluit is not Veda, 
—^^^unitis, Usage, &c.,—cannot be regarded as autlioritativ^e,” 

qr u ^ ii 

=35rfq ^ Api vA, but. KartrisAm^nyAt, oii account of the agent 

being the same. Pramanam, proof. gsn|J?r^q Anuni^i am, inference. 

Syat, would be, 

2. But on account of the agent being the same, in¬ 
ference would be the proof (ot Sinriti having its basis in the 
Veda)—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddhclnta on tiiis point is as follows 

It is true that Veda is the sole authority for all matters relating to 
dharraa ; but how do we know that the Smriti is not based on the Veda ? As 
a matter of fact, we find that the Smritis have been compiled by Manu and 
other well-known writeis ; and we also find that tlie works of these writers 
in the realms of scienco and philosophy afford satisfactory explanations 
of their respective subjects. Under (he circumstances, with regard to 
the works of these writers, we can only have tlie following assumptions—; 
(1) tliat-Manu and others are totally mistaken in what they have asserted ; 
(2j that wdiat tliey have asserted is based upon theii* personal observation 
and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from otlier ]:>ersons ; (4) that they 
have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to lead people astray ; 
OJ’( 5 ) tliat ^lat they have asserted is based upon direct Vedic injunctions. 
We do not find sullicdent reasons to justify the acceptance of the first four 
assumptions ; the only possible view, therefore, is the last one: whatevei* 
is laid down in the Siniitis has its basis in cliiect injunctions contained 
I ill the Veda ; in the case of such Sm|iti assertions as are not found to be 
I corroborated by known Vedic texts, the piesence of such texts is to 
I be inferred,— from the fact of Maim and other Sin|*iti writers being 
I trustworthy persons, taking their stand upon the Veda: that is to say, 
when in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred we find that what Matin has 
laid down is in strict accordance with Vedic te-\ts as known to us, tliis 
justifies the inference that in tlio hundredth case also, the assertion must 
have its basis in some V'edic text not known to us; specially wdien ^ve 
know that many rescensional texts of the Vedas are lost to us ; and even 
those that are not quite lost are so scattered that it is not possible for us 
to lay our hands upon Che exact text wanted. 
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been defined in .Sb 1. 1. 2 as tliat whic-b is indie 
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Tlie basic leason for tljis inference as declai-ed in the sutr^^ con¬ 
tained in the word ‘ kartrisrmAiij^At'/—‘ on account of the agent being the 
.same this, according to the older coininentators, means—‘ liecause the 
agents or persons wlio compiled (lie Snnitis are the same tliat performed 
actions laid down in the Veda ; that is to say, we know that during tlieir lives, 
Mami, Yajilavalkya and oilier writers on Smriti, acted fvdly in accordance, 
with the injunctions laid down in the Veda; and for persons who were such 
strict foilowers of the Veda in conduct, it. is not possible that they slioiild 
liave made assertions except in accordance with direct Vedic injunctions 
known to them ; therefore, we conclude tJiat the Snii'iti is authoritative.’ 

Tills interpretation is not accepted by Kiuiiarila ; because, lie asserts, 
as men of the world, iVianti and other writers must have done many acts 
under tlie iidliience of a tempo]ary impulse, which acts miglit be oven 
contrary to Vedic injunctions, lie, tlierefore. takes the plirase ‘ on account 
of the agent being the same ’ to mean—'because the persons tliat com¬ 
piled the Smritis ^ye the same that learnt and studied the Veda;’ the 
reasoning being expanded in this form :—‘ ^Vhat is laid down in the vSiuriti, 
tlie performance of the Astaka for instance, lias been laid down, and 
recognised as dharma, by an unbroken line of teachers and students of the 
\T)da ; and this leads to tl\e presumption that what is thus laid down is 
surely based upon direct Vedic injunctions.’ 

Tk)ugh the word in the sutra is ‘ Anumana,’ which means Inference, 
—and MS such Kurnarila’s interpretation might he suspected to bo a devia¬ 
tion from tlio svltra—yet, he has been careful to point out that tlie word 
‘ anumana ’ in the sutra lias not been used in its teclinical sense of infer- 
ence^ but in its literal sense of ‘ what comes after sense-pejception and in 
tliis sense Presumption is as much ‘ Auumamv as Inferenc(^‘; 

Though the above is the coiiclu.sion in regard to Smvitis in general, 
Kumarila does not blindly accept the entire Smriti literatine to be equally 
authoritative ; lie draws a distinction ; he says ; — 

* Among the Smri is themselves, such portions as are iflated to 
Dharma or Deliverance have tlieir origin directly in the Veda ; while tiiose 
tliat have mere pleasure, Ac., in view are based upon the oidinary ex¬ 
perience of the wmrld. This ru^e also liolds good reBpe(?ting Itihasas 
and Puranas’ —{Tantravatrlha trans., p. 110.) 

Among the auxiliary sciences, of Siksa, Kalpa, Vyakarana, etc. 
portions treating of ihings connected with sacrificial performances are 
based upon the Veda ; while those ti-eating of things Serving some ordi¬ 
nary worldly purpose have their basis in ordinary experience. 
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According to Prabh'ikara, tliere iw iiotliing intrinsically in the Sinriti 
itself which necessitates its being acceph^d as authoritative ; what makes 
iis regard it to be so, is the consideration that if the Sinjiti were not 
authoritative, the V'edic passages upon which the Smi'iti is based would also 
have to be discredited. For instance, even though the Asjtaka is not 
directly enjoined in any Vedic passage, yet tliere are passages that are 
indicative of it; hence if the Snijiti laying down tliat A,taka were rejected 
as not authoritative, a similar fate would befall the Vedic passage also. 

Ah in the case of the Veda, so in that of the Smiiti also, what is 
directly authoritative in matters relating to dharnia is only the injunctive 
sentence ; all the rest is only Arthavada, related to certain injunctions. 
'I’hore are some portions of the Smi itis which are not so related at all ; 

for intaiice, the description of rivers and mountains ; these are to he le- 

aarded as mere poetical descriptions calculated to give pleasure hy 
Citation ; the descriptions of battles are calculated to infuse courage 
and enthusiasm in the minds of the brave ; the descriptions of countries 

are meant to alTord some idea as to what places are fit for sacnhcial per¬ 
formances, and so forth. 


Aclhiharana IL—Greatest authority rests in direct Vedic 
dedarations. 

SOTRA 1. 3. 3—4. 

ii \ w 

P^Virodhe, there is contradiction, g Fu, when. Anapeksain, 

to be disregarded. Syftt. should be. wPtT Asati. when there ,s none. 

Hi, because?^ Anmnanani, inference or presumption (of coroboratwe 

Vedic texts'. ^ , no 

. .3. Whenever there is contradiction between the femriti 

' and the V'^eda, the Sinriti should be disregarded ; because it is 
I Qjjiy ^vhen there is no contradiction that there is presumption 
[of Vedic texts in support of the Smritij. 3. 

* COMMENTARY. 

The authority of the Sun ill has been establlsl.ed it. a general way. 
amp author now proceeds to point out exceptions. In the case of such 
slriti-assertions as bear upon matters iu regard to which we meet with 

no 'declarations in the Veda, we are free to presume that there must be 

ne Vedic texts, not known to us, that lend support to wliat is asserted m 
the Veda. But there are instances in which the assertion of the Smrip is 
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fouaa fco be contradiotory to, or incompatible with, rvliat is declared in a 
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well-known Vedlc text ; for example, we have a Smrifci textla.ying down the 
covering of the whole sacrificial post w^ilh clotli, wliile, on the other hand, 
we have the \^edic text that the adhvaryu priest slionld sing a certain 
inantra while touching the post; as this touching would not be possible 
if the entire post were covered with clotli, the assertion of the Snipti is found 
to be incoinpatihle with what is laid down in the Veda. And the question 
naturally arises—are such texts to be regarded as authoidtative ? The 
reason for doubt lying in the consideration tliat, if such a text were regard- 
oil as authoritative, on the basis of the coneJusion of the preceding adhika- 
raaa, that would imply the rejection of the Vedic text whicli it contradicts ; 
and this does not appear to be reasonable, in view of the unimpeachable 
autliority of the Veda. 

The prima /acic argunient—tlio Purvapaksa—on this point implied 
by the sutra, is as follows :—“ It has been establislied in the foregoing adfii- 
Icarana that there is no possibility of the assertions in the Sinritis originating 
from ignorance, ill nsion or deception ; tliey are the assertions of persons 
known as fully trustwortliy, and as such tliey must be accepted as authorita¬ 
tive. When once this position lias been taken up wo can turn back upon it; 
if we rejected or doubted the authority of a single assertion of tlie Smriti, 
that would render the entire Smriti literature open to doubt and suspicion. 
It has heon proved that the Smriti lias its basis in the Veda ; and as 
such its authority cannot be doubted. Even in tliose cases in whicli the 
Saii’iti text is foim I to be contradictory to a Vedic text, we need not 
relax our position; because, as a matter of fact, we know that there 
Jire such contradictions, in many cases between two well known Vedic 
texf-s; e.g ,y when one text speaks of tlie Homa being performed before 
sunrise, wliile another speaks of it as to be done after sunrise. And simi¬ 
larly, it having been proved that all Siiiriti declai’ations lia\^e tlieir corro¬ 
borative te.vts in the Veda, we naturally presume that the 8m|iti- 
declaration tliat is found to be contradictory to a declaration in the Veda, 
must also have a c irroborati ve text in the Veda; if we cannot lay our 
hands upon such a text, that is because we do not possess all tlie Vedic 
te.xts (as lielil in the I'oregoirig adlii!varana)i; hence this also comes to be 
only a case of contradiction between two Vedic texts. And thus in doubt¬ 
ing the authority of the Smriti text, we sliould be doubting the authorita¬ 
tive cliaracter of the Vedic texts themselves. If the Mimarnsaka is to 
remain firm upon his conclusion of the Foregoing adhikarana he can- 
have no justification for doubting the authority of any Sinjiti-deelara- 
tions/* 
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In answer to the above, we have the Siddluinta laid down in the 


Sdtra. 

Wherever' there is any contradiction between the Sinriti and the Veda, 
the authority of the Sinriti is to be totally disregnided ; as it is only when 
there is no such contradiction tliat we can presume a V^edic text in support 
of what is said in the Sinriti. Because the Sinriti is not, tike the Veda, 
self-sufficient in its autliority ; in fact, it derives its authority from the 
Veda; and hence we can presume a Vedic text in corroboration of what is 
said in tiie Sinriti only when we do not find a Vedic text bearing on that 
subject; so when such a Vedic text is found, and is found to be contra¬ 
dictory to what is asserted by the Smriti, there can be no justification for 
presuming a Vedic text in support of this latter ; and the presence of the 
Vedic te.xt to the contrary cuts off the very basis of the authority of the Smriti. 
Tims then, in matters relating to diiarma, the Smriti not beingself- 
snflicient in its aiithoritj', the Smriti that contradicts the Veda cannot he 
taken as laying down an optional alternative ; as we assume in the case of two 
mutually conti'adictory Vedic texts. Because in the latter case, both the 
texts being equally self-sufficient in their authority, we have no reason for 
rejecting one in favour of the other ; in tlie case of a Smriti and a \edic 
text, the latter is self-sufficient in its autliority, while the former would derive 
its authority from a text that would be presumed ; so that we have a 
distinct reason for accepting the latter and rejecting the former. The 
conolnsion, therefore, is that no anthorily attaches to such Sniriti texts as 
are contradictory to direct assertions of the Veda. 

II ^ II 

^ Metu, (of) causes Darsanat, because of our finding, n Cha, 

also. 


4. 


-4. 


Also because we find causes.- 

COiMMBNTARV. 

Another reason is given for rejecting the authority of certain Snifitis. 
In the case of many Smriti texts we find that the assertions therein contained 
are to be attributed to sncb cau.se.s as greed, Ac., on the part of the priests ; 
I for instance, tlie injunction that the entire post is to be covered has its root 
I iu the priest’s desire for appropriating a larger piece of cloth. And in the 
* case of assertions having sucli sources, we need not take the trouble to 
find their corroboration in any Vedic texts; because when we find 
their basis in visible causes, we can'have no justification for presuming 
unseen texts. 
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Adkikarana III.—-[No authority attaches to such Smritis 
as have their origi n in iiiorldly ohjeets.J 

The i)ref‘ei1iDg sulra 4 lias, in tlio first place, been taken liy tlie Bluisya, 
as supplying aii additional reason ior rejecting the aiithorly of certain 
Sin.’iti texts. Jt has also been taken as embodying a fresh adliikarana. 
Tliere are some San/iti texts which, though not contradictory to any Vedic 
texts, are found to have their origin in the greed of the i.)riest and suclt 
otlier well-known causes. For i/rstance, the text declaring the taking away 
hy the priest of tlie clotli worn by the sacrificer during the Vaisarjana 
lloina. This assortioii, l)eing found to be due to the greed of the priest, 
df)es not stand in need of t))0 eorroboi'ation of Vedic texts, the presumption 
whereof is precluded. Consequently no autliorily can belong to such de¬ 
clarations as have their source in such ordinary causes as the greed of the 
priest, for instance. 


.4 on SiUras 3 and d, as emhodijhnj Adhikaraias 2 and 3. 

Kinnarila does not accept the above interpretation of sutras 3 and 4, 
whereby certain Smi'iti texts are shown to be absolutely devoid of 
autiiority. His point is that, in Adhikarana (1) it has been proved tiuit 
all that is contained in the Sniriti has its basis ia the Veda ; and hence 
for every Cinriti text, there is a corresponding Vedic text. Such being 
the principle once laid down, even wlien we (ind a certain Smi'iti text con¬ 
tradicting the Veda, we must regard this as a case of contradiction between 
two Vedic texts; because by the law laid down in the preceding ad/ii- 
hararia^ there must he a Vedic text as the havsis of this Smrili text; hence 
the contrailietion in all such cases lies between two Vedic texts; and con- 
secpxently we must take Sutra 3 as declaring that, vvherevej- a Sinriti text is 
found to lay down a course of action which is found to he contrary to wliat is 
laid down in a Vedic text, and thus tliere being a contradiction between the 
two, it is desirable that in practice, we should adopt the course laid down in 
the Vedic text; just as in tlie case of two optional alternatives laid down 
in tlie Veda, we may, for certain reasons, adopt one in preference to 
the other; and this does not mean that no autliorily belongs to the Smiiti ; 
because in the case of the optional alternative laid down in the Veda, if 
wo give preference to one over the other, it does not mean tliat the text 
laying down the other alternative, ia not authoritative. Jn practice, we 
can adopt only one ; and if we adopt one, and not tlieothei*, that does not 
make the other text absolutely devoid of authority. 






According to this view, the ti'anslation of Sutra 3 sliould run as fol¬ 
lows : - 

When there is a eontradiction between the ideas expressed by the Vedic 
text and the tdmriti^ that which is videpcndeiit of all else the Vedic 

text\ should be accepted as <inlhoritatire. 

That is to say, in cases wliere the Sinriti texts have expressed in 
otlier words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without quoting the exact 
words of these latter, they make their authorit\^ dependent upon tlie 
presumption of those Vedic texts whose meaning tliey are meant to 
express ; while the Vedic text, which, deelareB wliat is contrary to what is 
declared in tlie Sinriti, is self-sufficient in its authority, and as such this 
latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt the course laid 
down in this, in preference to the otlier course laid down in the Sinriti. 
But this does not mean that the Srnjiti lias no authority. 

Kuinarila suggests yet another interpretation of sutras 3 and 4. They 
. mean that, in matters l elating to dharma, no authority can attach to such 
I Sninti compilations as contradict the Veda~-?a?., which can have no basis 
I in the Veda—because tliey are found to Inive their source in such percepti¬ 
ble causes as avarice and the like ; and under this class of ‘ Srnjiti ’ are to 
be included not the Vedic Smritis of Manu and others which liavo been 
proved to have their basis in the Veda,—but only the so-called ‘ Smritis’ 
of Buddha, Sa/ikhya, Yoga, Paucbaratra, Pasiipata and the like,—-all of 
which have, within them, hidden under a thin coat of righteousness, 
instructions for the gaining of such visible ends as woaltli, fame and 
respect, &c. 

Dy ‘Smritis’ in tliis connection, Kumarila takes only those that are 
recognised as authoritative throngliout India—such, for instance, as the 
Smriti of Manu, the Itihnsas and the Pnranas. The case of sucli local 
Sniritis as those of Vat^ij^tha, &c , are dealt with later on under Sutras 15 
and 10. 

According to Prabhakara, whose presentation of the adliikaranas is in 
accordance with the Bluibya, the Purvapakba is that,—the Smriti and tlie 
Veda being botli equally aiitlioritative, wlieiiever the two are contradictory, 
we should reject tlie authority of both ; ami in so far the universal authority 
of tlie Veda becomes weakened. The Siddlutnta is that the two are not 
i equal in their authority ; tlie Veda is self-aiitliorltative, vvliile the Sinriti is 
! dependent for its authority on the Veda; lienee where there is contradiction 
I the Smriti must be rejected as unauthoritative. 








MiNisr/p^ 



ill ?ADA, tv ADHIKARATsJA. Sil 1. 3. 6. 


Adhiharana i I 


—Declaration of Suhelance is most 
ciuthoritafite. 



sC'TRA 1. S. 5-7. 

II K II 

“ JT II ^ II 

^ - .►v, ' 

SisUkope, wlien there is no clistui hance of wliat is laid down in 
the Veda. Aviruddham, there is no contradiction, Iti diet, if 

this be the accepted opinion. ^ Na, this cannot be right. srrrtarqjr^Triir^^r^ 
SAstraparitn^CiatvAr, because the limit is fixed by the scriptures. 

5-0. “ ‘When there is no disturbance in what is laid 

down in the Veda, there is no contradiction,’ —if this be the 
ac;cepted opinion, — (5) — this cannot be right, because the 
limit is fixed by the scriptures.”---5-0. 

COMMENTAItY. 

'I'ho case of die Smriti texts, dealing witli actions to lie done for tlie 
purpose of accoinplisiiiug certain resnits desired hy man, iias been dealt with 
in tlie preceding adliikararia, wliere it lias been sliown tiiat tiicy are to lie 
accepted as autlioritative, or ivjected as nnniitiioritative, according as tiiey 
are found to be corroborated or contradicted by Vedic texts. Tlie present 
ndhikaram deals witii tlie Smriti texts bearing upon sucli small acts as are 
not perfoianed for accomplisliiug any definite purpose, but only come to lie 
performed on certain occasions in tlie eourse of sacrificial perforrnaiieee ; for 
instance, the text that lays down tliat, in course of the performance, if tlie 
performer happens to sneeze, lie .should rinse liis moutii. In connection vvitli 
this text all that lias to be considered is wlietlier or not they are contradictory 
to Vedic texts ; as wdieii tins question lias been decided, tlie matter of their 
authoritatiye or unauthoritatire character is easily determined bj' the for¬ 
going ad/uViai-aiia. Tlie Veda lays down the performance of a sacrilice, a 
performance consisting of a number of details carried into execution in a 
derinite order of sequence ; if during such a performance, the performer 
happens to sneeze, he should rinse Ids month— says the Sniriti ; if be were 
to do this, the sequence of the details of the sacrificial performance would 
be broken ; for instance, the libation to India being laid down as following 
the libation to Agni, — if the sneezing and rinsing due to sneezing were to 
be done after the libation to A^ni, tlic libation to Indra could not follow 
immediately after the libation to Agni. Now the question arises, whether 
or not, in this case, there is a contradiction between the Veda and the 
Siiq-iti ; and in this case all that we have to consider is whether or not 
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..le acceptance of the Smiiti-injnnctioii (of rinsing the niontli) would iiiter- 
iere witli the proper aocomplishnient of the action laid down in the Veda, 
that is to say, if we fiiul that the rinsing of the moutli, in course of tlie 
si'crificia! performance, is either not allowed, or distinctly prohibited, b}' the 
Vedic te^it laying down the procedure of the sacrificial perJormance, then the 

is a contradiction ; if, on the other hand. 


conclusion must be that then 


we find that the intjodnclion (d the act (of rinsing) into the performance 
does not interfere with the main perffuinance, but in fact helps in its 
accomplishment, we come to the conclusion that there is no contradiction. 

The question being thus stated, the answer that naturally suggests 
itself is that the Sinriti text that lays down an act in connection with, 
,uul in persiumce of, what is laid dewn in the Veda, cannot be regarded 


as conh-adictory to the Veda; specially as the performance of that act 
doesTiOt interfere with the performance laid down in the Veda. All that 
the Vedic text does is to lay down the accomplishment of a certain course 


of action; if the act laid down in the Smriti is not found to hamper 


that course, —and is in fact found to help its accomplisbrncnt, there is 


nothing to prevent 


US 


this act as an additional aivxi 


^__ . from acceplin.g 

liary to the'Vedic sacrifice; for instance, if on sneezing, the performer 
went on ivith the olTeriugs, and did not do anything to remove the im¬ 
purity caused by the sneezing, this impurity would taint the whole per¬ 
formance ; oonscqnendy, the act of rinsing, by removing that impurity, 
far from hampering the performance, is found to he helpful to it. 
Such texts, therefore, eauiiot be rega-ded as contradictory^ to tbe Veda. 
This is the opinion hypothetically put. lorward in Sutra. 1. o. 5. 

The Parvapaksin denies the validity of this opinion ; for reasons 
aiven in Sfttra. ].-TIt cannot ho denied that the limit or extent 
of tlie procedure of all performances laid down in the Veda is irrevo¬ 
cably fixed by the Vedic text bearing on tho,se performances; under the 

circumstance, if a fresh action, not already included therein, is mlro- 
duced into the performance, the performance will surely exceed its 
original limit ; and this would certainly involve a traiisgresston ol the 
Veda that lays down that limit. As regards all performances the Veda 
lays down a definite order in which the various details are to be executed ; 
this definite order will certainly be- interrupted by the intrusion of an 


ill 


tion not already included in 


For these reasons, it 


the original action. 

must be confessed tliat the Smriti texts laying down such acts as those 

of rinsing and the like, ns to be done in course of the performance of 
actions laid down in tbe Veda, are directly contradictory to the Veda; 
and as such, they must be rejected as absolutely without authority.” 
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Api va, but. cRr^isirflrSW KaranSgi ahane, no motive being found. 

Prayuktani, (as) useful. Urffw;:?, Pratiyeran, they should be recognised. 

Tesu, in them, Adar^anat, because of not being found, 

, Virodhasya, of contradiction. 

7. But no motive being found, they should be re- t 
cognised as useful; [speciall}’’ because we do not find any | 
contradiction in them.]—7. i 

COMMENTARY. 

The final conclusion is put forward in this shtra. The last clause, 
translated within square brackets, occurs in the next sritra; but the 
Vfirtika suggests its being taken along with the present siltra. 

In the case of Sinriti texts, we are justified in rejecting the author¬ 
ity of only those that are found to emanate from such ordinary motives 
as greed and the like, as in the case of the injunction of the covering of 
the entire post. In the case of the acts under consideration e.g.,—the 
act of rinsing—we cannot attribute its injunction to any such motives 
as greed, anger, and the like ; and hence, according to the foregoing 
Adhikarana, we shall be justified in assuming that the Smriti texts laying 
down such acts have tlieir basis in the Veda. Under the circumstances 
the Smriti text cannot be rejected as absolutely devoid of authority. 
Then, in the case of the particular texts that may be found to be contrary 
to certain details laid down in tlie Veda;— 0.51., when the injunction of the 
rinising of the mouth upsets the order in which the Vedic sacrifice is 
to be performed,—we must give preference to the Smpiti (it having been 
proved to have its basis in the Veda) as against the Vedic texts ; because in 
this case, the Smriti text enjoins an act, while what it contradicts is not 
the act enjoined by the Veda, but only an accessory detail connected with 
fliat act,— vis., the order of its performance. If the Snifiti text laid 
down tlie rinsing as to be performed in place of the sacrifice, then 
it would contradict the Vedic text laying down an act; as in that case the 
authority of the latter would be supreme ; but as it is, it is only in regard 
to the minor detail—of order—that what is laivl down by the Vedic text is 
affected, and not the act itself; and there can be no doubt that what lays 
dowm a minor detail should give way to that which lays down an act ; that 
is to say, the order of the details of the Vedic sacrifice has to give way to 
the act of rinsing laid down in the Sinjiti. 

» 
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The authority of the particular Surriti text in question is thus ascer¬ 
tained on the ground of its laying down a substance, in the shape of an 
act, as against the minor qualification—of order—implied by the Vedic 
text; specially as this order is not directly enjoined by the Veda, being 
only indirectly implied by the mention of a particular procedure to be 
adopted. 

Thus then, the Sinriti text being authoritative, the actions laid down 
by them must be accepted as usefid—serving a useful purpose in connec¬ 
tion witli the Vedic sacrifice. 

Nor is there any contradiction involved in the performance of such 
acts,—as rinsing and the like. Because the time taken by the performance 
of a sacrifice, as also the limit of its extent, is only a secondary elernejit ; 
and as such they are not irrevocably fixed ; it will tiepeud upon circumstan¬ 
ces ; and must vary witli each particular performance ; for instance, if the 
priest is active, the performance will last for—say 2 lioure ; wliile if ho 
is lazy, it may last for 4 or 5 hours. And such being the case, much 
stress cannot be intended to be laid on these secondary details by the Vedic 
text. Such being tlie case if one were to perform acts rendered necessary 
by certain unfoieseen occurrences— e.g,y sneezing—in the course of the 
sacrificial performance, the performance of such acts cannot, even though 
causing some interruption in tlie continuity of tlie sacrifice, be regarded 
as interfering in, or in any way alfeciing adversel}^ the main performance 
of the Vedic sacrifice ; in fact, they come to form part and pmecl of the 
main pei formance itself. Consequently, there is no ground for regarding 
the Smriti text as contradictory to the Vedic text. 

KOTE ON sO. 6, 6 AND 7. 

The above is the presentation of the xVdliikarana, according to the 
-Bhasya. This is not in keei)ing with Kurnarila’s view of the Sinntis, 
which, according to him, can never be contradictory to the Veda ; as there 
is no instance in which what is laid down in the Siruiti can be rightly 
taken as contrary to what is laid down in the Veda. Ho has, therefore, 
given a different interpj-etation of the three Sutras (5, 6 and 7; which, 
according to the Bhasya, embody this Aclliikarana. According to 
Kumrivila, sfitras 5 and 6 form one Adhikarana bearing upon the authori¬ 
ty of the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina, &c. ; and sfitra 7 con¬ 
stitutes a distinct Adhikarana trefiting of the authority attaching to the 
pj-actices of good men. 
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Adhikarana IV(al—Treating of the serij)tures of the Bauddha, &e]. 

If the opponent holds the opinion that, such declarations of 
Buddha^ cfee., as do not contradict the Veda, may be accepted as aiitho- 
riiaiire, without any fear of contradicting the Veda, ”— {Si},, 3), 

We deny this; because the nunihev and extent of authoritative 
scripUires is strictly limited ~{Sii. 6.) 

The sense of siltra 5, as represeriting the Pttrvapahi^a, may be suiniued 
up as follows ;—“ In tlie teachings of Buddha and such other heterodox 
teachers, we find many declarations that are perfectly compatible with 
the teachings of the Veda ; for instance, Buddha’s instructions as to the 
founding of resting-places and public parks, meditation, trutlifillness, 
charity and tlie like ; and in so far as these are concerned, we can accept 
these teachings to be authoritative scriptures.” 

The sense of tlie Siddlianta, as contained in sutra 6, is as follows :— 

As a matter of fact, the number of authoritative scriptures is strictly ' 
limited to the fourteen or eighteen Vidyas or sciences, which alone are 
acknowledgeci as authoritative on matters relating to Dliarma; these 
‘Vidyas’ include only the Vedas with their A/igas and Upafjgas, the 
Dharmasamhitas and Puranas, the Biksii and the Dandaniti ; and the 
works of Buddha and such other teachers is not included in these ; 
consequently, even though the teachings of these persons may contain 
things also contained in the Vedas, they cannot be accepted as having any 
binding authority with regard to Dharma ; the case of these works would, 
in this case, be parallel to a case wliere a certain ordinary teacher, in 
course of his teachings, might make quotations from and leferences to 
such, authoritative works as the Veda, &c,; but the mere presence of these 
quotations does not impart to his lucubrations an authoritative character. 
The chief reason for this lies in the cha.racter of the teacher, who, in his 
practice, is found to be acting against tlie direct Injunctions of the Veda; 
thus in the case of all heterodox teachers, as they are known to have led 
lives not in strict accordance with Vedic injunctions, their teachings 
cannot be regarded as authoritative. The conclusion, therefore, is tliat 
Dharma is Dharma Le., brings about Its due results—only wlien it is 
undeistood by the help of those scriptures that are recognised as liaving 
their basis in the Veda, ihe few Vedic truths tliat are found in the works 
of otlier teachers are so mixed up with admittedly wrong teachings that 
the entire work ceases to command our confidence. 


I 









[Adhikarcma TV(h)- Authority attaching to the practices of good men.] 


Those actions, for which we cannot find any perceptible 7nolive,^ and 
are yet found to he performed, must he recognised {as Dharina) {Sd. < .) 

Among good men we find that many beliave contrary to Vedic 
teachings,—being just Hke medical men leading unhealthy lives; and 
yet the fact of their being universally recognised and respected as good 

men leads us to think that all their actions must bo in accordance with 

Vedic teachings. This gives rise to the doubt whether or not the 
practices of good men should be regarded as authoritative in matters 
relating to Dlianna. 

The Pi)rvapah}^a view is as follows :—As a matter of .fact we know 
of many instances, beginning from Prajnpati himself and down to our 
own times, of well-known good men behaving, on many occasions, con¬ 
trary to all laws of morality ; and further, we regard those people as 
‘good’whose conduct is good; if then wo were to regard that con¬ 
duct as ‘good’ wliich belongs to good men, we Avould fall into the 
meshes of a ‘ vicious circle ’ Lastly, these ‘ practices ’ are not included 
among the fourteen Vidyas which alone have been held to be authorita- 

tivc.” 

The SiddhAnta embodied in sdlra 7 is as followsWhen we^ find 
that certain actions are performed by good men ; and we cannot aUnbute 
them to any such ijcrccptible motives as those of gree.l and the like, we 
are led to accept them as Dharma; but this does not refer to those actions 
that are performed either for the maintenance of the body, or for mere 
pleasure, or for some material gain ; in fact, we are to accept as Dharma 
onlv those actions of good men which they do as Dharma; that is to 
say any and every act done by good men is not to be regarded as 
Dharma; when they do an act, thinking it to be Dharma, then alone is 
that act to be regarded as Dharma ; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that persons doing the act are fully conversant with the Veda and 
its teachings; and hence what they regard as Dharma must be that 
which is so enjoined in the Veda; coiiseciuently, the action of a good 
man, when performed as Dharma, always points to the possibility 
of its being based upon the Veda. This meets all those cases of miscon¬ 
duct of good men that may be cited as instances to the contrary; for 
instance, when Yudhiijthira told a lie, ho did not regard that lying as 
Dharma; in fact, he knew it was not right, and yet did it under the force 
of desire to save his army from death at Drona’s hands. Those actions 
that are found to be due to such motives as love or hatred, anger or 
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jealousy, avarice and the like, cannot be regarded as Dharina; as the 
sfltra says, it is only that act which cannot be attributed to any such 
cause, and which (we add) is done by good men as Dharina, that can be 
accepted as sucli. The Sniptis also assert the authoritative character 
of the‘practices of good men,' and ‘ the usages of particular castes and 
countries;' and though these practices are not included among the four- [ 
teen Vidyas, yet tliey derive their authority from the Smfitis which * 
declare that the practices are based upon the Veda. 


There is yet another interpretation proposed by Kumfirila ; whereby 
Siitras t) and 7 are made into an Adhikarana establishing the authorita¬ 
tive character of the practices of good men, sfltra 6 being taken as 
embodying the Purvapaksa view that—“Those practices cannot be re¬ 
garded as authoritative in matters relating to Dharma,—because the 
authoritative scriptures are limited (Sfi. (]) to the Vedas and their subsi¬ 
diaries—the ‘fourteen Vidyas'—which do not include the pratices of good 
men." The Siddhanta in answer to this Pflivapaksa is embodied in 
sutra 7, which is to be explained as in the preceding interpretation. 


A fourth interpretation is suggested by Kuniarila, whereby all the 
three sutras (5, 6 and 7) are taken as embodying the Siddlianta in answer 
to the Pflrvapaksa supplied from without, bearing upon the aiitliority of 
the practices of good men. The sense of the three sfltras in this case would 
be as follows: That which is taught in tlie Veda and the Smi’itis,—if 
this is not contradicted by tlie practices of good men, such practices can 
be accepted as autliority on Dharma ; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of Vedic teacliings, then, as there would be a conflict of 
authorities, the practice cannot be accepted to have any authority at all. 


Adhikarana V.—A word slioiild always he taken in the sense 
attrih^ited to it in iJte seriptures, 

sOtRAB 1. 8. 8-9. 

wrr firsrfliqRr: wg;” im^icii 

resu, in ihem. Adar^anat, on account of non-perception, 

Virodhasya, of contradiction or incongruity. Sama, equal. 
Vipratipatti{i, the various comprehensions. 

8. “ Inasmuch as no contradiction, or incongruity, is 

found in any of them, the various significations would be 
equal (in authority.)—8. 
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COMMENTARY. 


% 


Wlica one and the same word is found to lie used in different senses 
by learned men, tl^ero arises a doubt in the mind of t)je student as to 
which of the significations is to be regarded as the most authoritative, 
hor instance, the word ‘Yava ’ is used to denote the barley-corn as well as 
long-pepper ; now when one comes across the word ‘ Yava ’ is one to under- 
stand the barley-corn or the long-pepper ? 

The Pflrvapak.^a view is that the several significations would ho 
equally authoritative; inasi/incl) as all the significations belong equally to 
the word; and there is no incongruity attaching to the acoeptance of any 
of thorn; consequently, all significations are to be regarded as equally 
authoritative ; it is enough to show that the word is used in that sense 
by some people. 


^ w ^ u 

'URHU'TT Sastrasthd, (that which is) sanctioned by the scriptures or 
accepted by men learned in the scriptures (is more authoritative). ^ 
Va, but. ctflrfJtyrwiPer Tannimittatvat, because that is the sole source (of 
authority). 


9. But the signilication sanctioned by tlie scriptures 
(or acce])te(l by people learned in the scriptures) is to be re¬ 
garded as more authoritativo; because the scriptures are 
the sole moans of knowing Dharma.—9. 


commentary. 


Of all the several significations, that which has the sanction and 
support of the Veda is to be regarded as the most autlioritative ; 
because the Veda is the onl}’ means of obtaining the knowledge of dhanna ; 
that is to say, in the case of tlie word ' yava ’ we find that the fact of its 
denoting the barley-corn is distinctly supported by the description of tho 
corn contained in the Veda, which description is found to be applicable 
to the barley-corn, and not to long-pepper. In the same mannei-, in the 
case of all words with several meanings, that meaning is to be accept¬ 
ed as most direct ami authoritative, which has tho sanction of the Veda, 
and the support of all Vedic scholars. Specially as wliile all the various 
significations are equally sanctioned by ordinary usage, the one that we 
choose as the most authoritative has t^j^ddclitional authority of Vedic 
sanction. 
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Note. 



Tlie above is the presentation of the Adhikarana> according to tlie 
Biulsya arid Prablnlkara. Kuni/irila objects to this interpretation, on the 
following grounds:— 

(1) The examples cited by tlie Bha§ya are purely artificial; because 
nowhere is the word *yava’actually found to be used in the sense of 
long-pepper. (2) Even granting that it is so, the authoritative cJuiracter of 
the meaning supported by subsequent passages of the Veda would come to 
be ascertained in accordance with siitra 1. 4. 29, where it will be shown 
that in all doubtfid cases of the signification of Avords, a definite conclu¬ 
sion is arrived at by the help of subsequent passages ; in tliissamo manner, 
we find that fact of the word ‘yava’ denoting barley-corn is ascertained 
by the help of the subsequent passage wliich describes the ‘yava' 
plant as tlourisliing when all other plants are witliered and leafless. (S) 
Under sdtra 1. 4. 23, shall show that there are many grounds —in the 
shape of similarity—upon wliicli the indirect denotation of Avords is 
based ; in accordance with this law, the signification of long-pepper by tlie 
word ‘ yava,' or of blackberry by the word ‘ vetasa, ’ could be possible only 
when taken as indirect indication based upon similarity ;—that is, the 
long-pepper is indicated by the Avord ‘yava’ because of its similarity 
to the barley-corn; and such being the case, there could be no doubt 
as to the superior authority of direct denotation as against indirect 
ind cation. 


For these reasons, Kumarila takes the Adhikarana as referring to the 
comparative authoritativeiiess of (ho signification of words as known among 
Aryas and Allechchlias. 


Adhikararja V{a), —Signification recognised bij the Aryas is more 
authoritative than that accepted by the Mlechchhas. 

Whenever there happens to be a difference in tlie usage of the Arya 
and that of the Mlechchha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are 
equally authoritative, or one is more authoritative than the other. 

T^he Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “In regard to all visible things, 
the significations accepted by the Arija and the Mlechchha are equally 
authontative (SG. 1.3, 8.); it isonl}' in the case of superphysical things that 
the Arya has superior authority. In tlie case of ordinary things, the 
expressiveness of all words must bo accepted to be eternal —from the mere 
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fact of tlieir being expressive ; consequently so long as the word denotes 
a certain meaning it does not make any difference whether the significa¬ 
tion is known among the Aryasor the Mlechchhas. As an example we take 
the word ‘ pilu ’ which, among tlie Aiyas, denotes a particular tree, w'hile 
among the Mlechchhas, the elepliant; both of these significations must be 
regarded as equally eternal and authoritative.” 

In reply to this we have the vSiddhanta in sutra 1. 3. 9, as already 
explained above. As a matter of fact, the usage of the words among 
the Mlechchhas, when differing from that among the Aryas, must be 
put under the same category as the corrupt forms of words. That is 
to say, the expressiveness, of the word ‘ pilu ’ as denoting the elephant is of 
tlie same kind as that of the corrupt word ‘ gavi ’ as denoting the cow ; 
and hence it cannot be regarded as equally authoritative with the significa¬ 
tion of words used among the Aryas. Hence the conclusion is that, inas- 
mucli as it is the Arya that takes his stand upon the scriptures, his ideas 
alone can have any authority in the matter of signification of words, 
—specially of those pertaining to dhajnm ; because the knowledge of 
dbarma is entirely dependent upon the scriptures ;—and that among the 
Aryas also we should give preference to the usage of persons who are more 
conversant witli the scriptures than others. 


Adhikarava V(b),—Treatimj of the eomparaiive authority 
of Smvitis and Usage, 

By a third interpretation, Kum&rila makes the two sfitras 8 and 9 
embody a different Adhikarana, wherein the Sm|*iti.is proved to be 
possessed of greater authority than Usage. 

In cases where Usage is found to be contrary to Smfiti, the Pui-vapaksa 
view is that both are to be regarded as equally authoritative ; the eoniest* 
between them for authority being equal (Su. 1. 3. 8) ; and the reason for 
this lies in the fact that both equally have their basis in tlie Veda; in fact, 
if there is anything to choose between the two, it is the Usage that is 
possessed of greater authority than the Smriti; because its results, in 
the shape of actions, are directly preceptible.” 

The Siddlffinta in reply to the above is that the Smriti is possessed of 
greater authority ; because it is this that is based directly upon the Veda 

♦ The word ‘ Vipratipattih * of tlio SOtra is takon in this ca.se in its primary meaning 
of ‘ contest/ and not in the indirect sense of Vividhh pratipattih, as in the preceding ii\ter- 
pretation. 
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1. 3. 0). In file case of tlie Smfiti, tlie corroborative Veciic text is 
inferred directly, from the fact of tlie Smi'iti being compiled by people 
learned in tlie Vedas ; whereas in the case of Usage, we have first of all to 
infer a corresponding Smriti on wliicli tlie Usage is based ; and it would be 
on the strength of this presumed Smj-iti fliat the ultimate corroborative 
Vedic text would be [iresuuied ; thus in this case the support of the Veda 
is one step farther removed tlian in the case of the Smriti. Nor is there 
any Vedic text tliat sanctions all usages at one stroke ; and even those texts 
tiuit are there can lie got at only tlirongh the help of Smritis; because 
Vedic texts in support of Usage are scattered over several parts of the \eda, 
and cannot bo fouiul out except through the Snij-itis. 


Adhikaratfa V(c)— The sense that a word eonveys in the Veda Is more 
antlioritatioe than that conveyed in ordinary 'parlance. 

Kumarila offers yet ancllier interpretation of Sfltras 8 and 1). Some 
words arc found in the Veda to convey a meaning entirely dill'eront from 
that conveyed in ordinary parlance ; for instance, the word ‘ atfvabala ’ 
in the Veda denotes seed, while in ordinary parlance it denotes horse’s 
hair. In all these cases the Purvapaksa view' is that—“ inasmuch as both 
meanings are equally well comprehended, the two signification.^ should he 
regarded as of equal authority (Sn. 1. 3. 8) ; specially because in the matter 
of the signification of words, the Veda does not in any way differ from 
other sources of verbal knowledge ; its superior authority being restricted 
only to things pertaining to Dharma.” 

The Siddhanta is that, the signification of words which is based 
upon the scriptures is decidedly more authoritative, because the know¬ 
ledge of Dharma is gained by means of the scriptures alone ;S6tra 1. 3. !J). 
A signification ticcopted and sanctioned hy the Veda is irrevocably fixed 
and can never be set aside ; while that sanctioned by ordinary usage 
is varialile, and liable to- change under various circumstances. Conse¬ 
quently, the Vedic signification must be accepted as possessed of superior 
authority. 


Adhikarana VI.—Treatin;/ of the authority attach¬ 
ing to words used only by the Mlechehhas. 

sOTRA 1. 8. 10. 

II n ^ I ^ o II 

Choditam, sanctioned. ^ Fu, but. Pratiyela, sliould be 

10 





















gnisecl. Avirodhat, because there is no contradiction or incon- 

gruity. qfirSpT Pramanena, by ihe Veda. 


K). [The word used by the MJechchha] should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda; because there is no 
incongruity [in this].—10. 


COMMENTARY. 

In tlie Veda we meet with some words that are not in use among 
tlie i)eople of Ary/lvarta; with regard to the mp.'ining of those Avords 
tliere arise two questions : (1) Sliould we take these words in the 

sonso in wliich they are used by tlie Mlechehhas atnoug whom they 
arc in rise ? (2) Sliould we give preteroiice to the ineatiing that m.ay 
he got at by breaking up the words so as to make them appear as 
being derived from Sanskrit roots and aflixes, as against the meaning 
assigned to them by the usage of the Mlechehhas? As examples of 
such words of foreign origin may he mentioned— 'pika,' ‘ vema 
‘ tdmarasa,’ &c. 

The PArvapah^a vieiv is that,— “inasmuch as the usage of Mlecli- 
clilias cannot he a safe guide in coinprelieuding matters relating to Dhurma, 
we shall not be justified in accepting the metiniiig assigned to the words 
by Mlechehhas ; it is necessary in all these cases to liiul out the Sanskrit 
routs from which these words are derived, and to assign to them mean¬ 
ings accordiugly; that is to say, we should find out the etymology of the Avord 
in accordauee Avilh Sanskrit grammar, and assign to the Avoids meanings 
indicated by this etymology ; and as Sanskiit granuiiar forms part of 
the “ scriptures,” the etymological meaning got at in accordance with 
strict gramniatical rules should be regarded to he as authoritative as the 
ordinary meaning of any Sanskrit word. Thei e is, therefore, no justifi¬ 
cation for accepting ihe usage of the Mlechehhas. Specially as there is 
a further danger in such acceptance of the subversion of the entire 
fabric of Vedic Dharma. if Ave once get into the habit of accepting as 
authoritative things apart from t he Veda,--such as the usage of theiMlech- 
elihas—this habit may have most undesirable extension. If Ave iuuit 
ourselves to the Veda and to the usage of Vedic people, we are forced 
to hunt out the requisite authority lor our course of conduct uuiong such 
sources ; but if we oiico accept a iioti-Vedic source of iiil'ormation as autho¬ 
ritative ill those cases where information from Vedic sources is not easily 
accessible, we shall be open to the temptation of accepting any non-Vedic 
iiifonnatiou that may lie near at hand, and not make an eifoi t to hunt out 
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me V'odic information. Hence the conclnsioa tliat the usage of non- 
Vedic people cannot be trusted in tlie ascertainment of tlie meaning of 
doubtful words/’ 


Tlie Slddlianta on tills point is as follows : — 

If we find that the word used by the Mleclichhas is exactly the same 
as that found in the Veda, and the word is entirely foreign to the Arya 
vooabnlmy, we cannot but accept tlie sense which the word has in Mlecli- 
chha usage; for instance, the word ‘ pika ’ as found in the Veda being the 
same that current among Mlechchhas, we must ^accept the same meaning 
of it that it has among the Mlechchhas ; specially when such signification 
does not give rise to any incongruity in the authority of the Veda 
with regard to Dharma. According to this interpretation of the Sfitra, 
the word firainar^ena = by the Veda. According to ajiolher interprela- 
tion, the sufia pTojiuihOKi QvivodJwt means * there being no contradiction 
of any authority ’—-i.c., there being notliing in the signification that 
contradicts, or goes against, the authority of the Veda with regard to 
Dharma. 

The Vartika cites a few very interesting examples of cases where, 
even in regard to matteis of Vedic ritual, we have to accept tlie authority 
of people other than Brahmanas versed in the Veda. For instance, 
when we meet with an injunction with reference to the'loma’ of the 
sacriiicial animal, if we do not know what part of the animal’s body is 
n^eant, we refer to the butcher, and accept his wmi-d as authoritative in this 
matter. Then again, in connection with the Nif^ddas, etc., tlie Veda lays 
down that the sacrificia l gift, shou ld consist of a cnm ; what is really 
a base coin canrjpt be known to any one except low '^class people 
who deal in such coins ; hence as to whether or not a certain coin is base, 
this (Question has to be decided on the authority of the counterfeit coiner. 
Lxactly in the same ni.inner, when we meet with sucli words as *pika,’ 
‘neiiia’ and the like,—and find that we cannot ascertain their mean¬ 
ing either from the Veda or from the usage of the Arya, we have to accept 
the authority of the usage of the Mlechchhas, among whom the wwds are 
used in a definite sense; specially as this acceptance would not be in- 
compatible vvith our theory that tlie eternal significations of eternal 
words can be ascertained by means of the usage of men; because the 
Mlechchhas are as rriiicli men as any one else. 

The Veda and the usage of Aryas is certainly more authoritative 
than the usage of the Mlechchhas ; but this can be so only in cases whovo 
both are available ; in those cases however tfliero the former are not 
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is the only authority available ; and there can bo no 
or rejecting it. 


It is only cases wliere the meaning of a worrl cannot absolutel}" he 
ascertained by usage, that we can be jnstified in looking out for its mean¬ 
ing in its etymology. 


Adhikarana VIL—No independent authontativeness 
in the Kalpasutraa. 

^ W W 

Prayoga-iistrain, scripture of ritual, Iti diet, if it be 

urged. ^ Na, it is not so. A-anniyamat, because there is uo proper 

regularity, . . 

11. If it he urged that—they constitute tlie scrij:)- 
ture of ritual (and hence are as self-sufficient in their 
authority as the Veda) ’’—IL. 

It is not so ; because there is no proper regularity.—] 2. 

COMAfENTARY. 

This adliikarnna has been taken b}^ Kurnarila as having a four-fold 
bearing:—(a) according to the firsf interpretation, the question is a.s to 
I whetlier or not the Kalpasutras are self-sufFicieut in their authority, like 
j the Veda. The ease of the KalpasQtras stands upon a level different from 
j that of the Smritis ; because the Kalpasutras contain only the mention 
I in a systematic form, of what is actually found to be contained in 
? the Vedas; whereas in tlio Srnfitis wo find inay tilings not actually 
*1 present in the Veda, and whose mention in the Veda is only pre- 
? sumecl. 

The Piivvapaksa view is that, “constituting ns they do the ritualistic 
scripture, the Vodic character cannot be denied to the Kalpasfltras ; they 
may be taken as entirely independent of tlio Veda, as regards their 
authority.” 

The Riddbanta is that, inasmuch as the Kalpasutras are, like the 
Smritis, known to be the work of human authors, they are not as free 
from various sources of errm* as the eternal Veda is; and as such their 
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aiithorifcv cannot be as self-sufriclent as that of tlie Veda ; noi are they 


eternal, like tlie Veda ; specially because in regard to the Kalpasutras ^ 
tliere is no regularity; that is to say, there are no irrevocable rules of . 
accent and pronunciation as there are in regard to the Veda; or because ; 
there is no self-evident eternality and independence of human agency, as 
tliere is in tlie case of the Veda. 




13. Also because of the absence of descripti 




ages.—13. 

Another reason wliy tlie Kalpashtra cannot be regarded to be on the 
same level as the Veda, lies in the fact that in the Veda we meet with many 
such descriptive passages as are not met with in ordinary parlance, 
I —for instance, sm-h apparently absurd declarations as ‘ PrajApati cut. 
I out his own fat; ’ which shows that tl'e Veda is not tlie product of the 
1 human mind ; in the TCalpasiitras there are no such passages, which also 
> proves that the two are not on tlie same footing. 

ii i « ii 

Sarvatra, in tlie case of all. sr^nrH Prayogftt, because there are 
(contradictory) assertions. Sannidhanaiiastrat, by reason of close 

proximity. ^ Cha, also. 

14. Also because in all (Kalpasiltras) tliere are asser¬ 
tions (contradictory to the Veda) [this contradiction being 
I easily perceptible] by reason of tlie easy accessibility of the 
I assertions.—14. 

I COMMENTARY. 


Absolute authority lias been denied in the case of human utterance^ 
because men are often found to be makingassertionscontrary to the Veda; 
as a matter of fact, this same circumstance is met with in the case of the 

( Kalpasutras also : they bristle witli statements contradictory to the Veda— 
this contradiction being all the more remarkable by the fact of the Vedic 
■ texts contradicted being easily accessible. For instance, the Kalpasfltra 
declares that the ‘ Paryagiii ’ should be made of all the substances used 
at the sacrifice, while the Veda distinctly declares that it is to be made 
of the sacrificial cake only. 


In addition to the above presentation of the adhikarana Knmarila 
deduces the following two more adhikaranas from the srttras 11 and 12. 

i 
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AdhikaviVjCi VIl{a).—The Smrit'is^ and the Afigas of the Veda^ Sifc?a, 
like the Kaljiasutra, have no independent authority^ apart 
from the Veda. 


Tlie Pnrvapaksa is tliat “ Vedic chnracter and antliority cannot bo 
denied to tlie vSmfitis, wliich are nniverBally recognised as constituting 
tlie ‘ Dharinatiastra ’ or ‘scripture of Dliarina ^; specially when it has 
been proved that they are not devoid of authority on matters relating to 
dlianna. The Smritis eitlier are anthorilative or are not autlioritative; 
no middle course is possible; and as it has been proved in the opening 
adhikaranas of tliis pada that iliey are autliorifcativ^e, we cannot but accept 
tbeni to be so, by themselves; because that which is not intrinsically 
anthoritative, cannot bo authoritative at all. Sirriilarly, with tlie A/igas 
of the Veda, the Sikf^a and the rest: as they arf3 recognised ns the Afiga 
or limb of the Veda, wo cannot deny the independent authority of these.’’ 

The Siddhanta is that, in the case of the Smritis, and of the Afigas, 
as we have a distinct knowledge of their being the work of human 
authors, they cannot be regarded as independent seviptxircs of dhavtna; 
specially because there is no proper vegnlavity in throe (as explained 
above, under siltia 12). 


Adhikarava VTI{h).—No authority belongs to the Noyi-Vcdte scriptures. 

With regard to the non-Vedic scriptures of the Baiiddha, Ac., 
the Pfirvapaksa is that, “ inasmuch as these are as uiucli scriptures of 
action as the Veda, their authoritative character cannot be denied. The 
eternal and authoritative character of these scriptures can be proved 
by the same arguments that have been put forward in support of the 
oternality of the Veda.’ 

The Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as these other scriptures ai’e 
acknowledged to have been the work of liuman authors, they cannot be 
accepted to bo possessed of infallible authority. That they are not 
eternal is proved by their liaving been compiled by human authors; 
and also by the absence in those so-called ‘ scriptures* of all regularity; 
that is to say, they are found to be full of incorrect words and x>hra9es ; 
being composed principally in the Vernacular ; which makes their eternal- 
\ ity—consequent infallible antliority, impossible. Consequently in 
■ matters relating to clliarma, it is the eternal Veda alone, which is indepen- 
I dent of human agency, that can be accepted as possessed of infallible 
5 authority ; and no other scriptures can be accepted to be so. 
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Adhikarana VIII. —The IMcikadhikarana : Avthoriht- 
tive charoder of popidar eustorm. 

SOTRA 1. 3. 16-28. 


?p|inH 5 *l^WT*irsr,Anumanavyavastl)anat, inasmuch as inference or iiresumpiiou 
is iiniiied iu its scope. Tatsamyuktam, qualified by that. JimiU? 

Pramanam, authority. 

15. “ InasiR’ach as all presumption is limited in its 

scope, the authority (of customs, htised upon the presumption 
of Vedic texts) must be qualified by that limitation. 15. 

COMMKNTARY. 


The usages have been held to be autlicritative on matters relating to 
Dharma. Now with regard to popular customs— such, i'oi- instance, as the 

celebrating of the Iloli in a certain fashion—the question is : is the autho¬ 
rity of these restricted to limited areas? or have they universal force? 

The Pilrvapak^a view is that — “The authority of customs and 
usages,— as of all sources of knowledge hearing on Dharma, — rests ulti¬ 
mately upon the presumption of their having their orgin in the Veda ; and, 
as a matter of fact, we find that every one of tliese customs have only local 
currency ; consequently the Vedic texts presumed in support of tliese can¬ 
not but be in a form tnat would be limited in its scope, having only local, 
and not universal force.” 


“ Customs should be held to have limited authority, from the ana- 
f logy of such usages and duties as are restricted within the limits of 
certain castes or families; that is to say, the Vedic texts in suport of 
customs may be presumed to be in the same limited form in which wo 
find such texts as ‘the Ibijasfiya sacrifice is to be performed by a Ksattriya 
king the text in support of the customs of observing the llolaka will 
thus be iu the form—the Ploluka shoidil be observed by the people of 
the east.” 

Api va, but, Sai vadharrnati, duty incutnbent on all men. 

Syat, should be. 1 anny^yatvat, because of that character. 

Vidhanasya, belonging to injunctions. 

16. But the duty must be incumbent upon all men; 
as sucii is the character of all injxmctions.—16. 
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COMMENTARY. 



Tlie Si(](11iAnta on tins point is tliat tlie customs in question cannot 
bo regarded as limited in their autliority ; l)ecau 80 if the custom has any 
autliority, it lays down a duty ; and, as a matter of fact, we find that all 
duties laid down by any recognised authority are accepted as iricuinhent on 
all men. For instance, when the Vedic injunction lays down the Agnihotra 
as to bo performed, the performance of this Agnihotra is recognised as in¬ 
cumbent on all men. Such is the case with all Vedic injunctions ; and as 
the customs also owe their authority ultimately to Vedic injunctions, they 
also must be recognised to be as universally binding as the direct Vedic 
injunction. That is to say, the customs,—the observance of the Holi, for 
instance,—cannot ho regarded as binding upon any particular class or 
individual, specially as it is not easy to find any such restrictive words as 
would be presumed to be contained by the Vedu; injunctions, whereby the 
authority of the custom would become restricted. 

U i\ 

Darsanat, due to direct perception. fTr%qt*r: V'iiiiyogali, restric¬ 
tion. Syat, could be. 

17. Restriction could only be due to [justified by] 
direct perception.—17. 

CXrMMBNTAHY. 


The Purvapahsa luis argued that the texts in support of local customs 
may be presumed to bo in the same limited form as those laying down the 
dutie.s of particular castes and sect.s. But this is not possible; because 
in the case of the direct Vedic injunctions of duties for limited castes and 
sects, we have to accept the limitation of the application because the res¬ 
triction is directly perceptible in the Vedic te.'vt itself; siinihirly, in the case 
of usages with limited authority, we actually perceive that they are met 
within well-defined limits; and so we are justified in holding that the 
corrobf)rative texts presumed tor these usages are in the restricted form ; in 
the case.of the customs of observing the HolAka and the like, this method 
is not possible; because, a-s a matter of fact, tliey are not found to be 
restricted within well-defined limits; the observance is dilTused over 
vast portions of the land, and wc cannot lay our hands upon any 
demarcating line where the observance ends, ber'ond whi(di it is not kept 
at all ; and when the re.striction, if possible, could only be in a vague form 
uo such vagueness could be possible in the case of Vedic te.xts. 
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19. 


fkjfrvnw ll n ^ I u 

MSrHnrrw Lingabhavat, because there can be no indicative of limita- 
tioii. ^ Cha, also. iNi3/asya, of the eternal authority of injunctions. 

18. '-'‘Atso l)ecaiis 0 tliere can be no indicative of limita¬ 


tion in the eternal authority of injunctions [or of particular 
agents.] — 18. 


COMMENTARY. 

It might he urged that-—oven tliough liiaitution of country or pro- 
vmoe may not be pHsibfo, it may bo po.9sible witli roganl to tlio agerita — 
Iversons to observe the custom. Even tliis is not possible; because the 
re.sirictiun of the agent is as inip').ssible us tliat of the country ; or becau.so 
it is not possible for tiio Vodic injunction, wliicii is eternal, to contain words 
ludioativo of hniitatioii of its aiitinrity ; c-mseciueiUly, the texts presumed 
in support of customs, cannot but be iu a form tliat would make tliem 
biiiding on all men. 


Akby.1, name. f| Hi, because. ^TOntnrsr Desasaniyogftt, due to 
connection with place. 

li). Specially because the name is due to connection 
with j)lace. — 19. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent might urge tliat the persumed Vedic texts inay contain 
.such restrictive wonls a.s the ‘ Easterner ’ and the like, -the text in support 
of the liolaka being in the form ‘the Holaka sliould bo observed by the 
Easterners/ 

file answer to this is that there are no men with whom such a iiamo 
as ‘ the Easterner ’ Ls inseparably ami eternally connected ; the name is duo 
to I,ho mere chance connection of a man with a definite place -the eastern 
country ; henoe while a man is resident in tliat country lie will be included 
in the term ‘ easterner;’ but when be would go to aiiotlior country he 
would cease to be so included ; hcuce if tlio \^edic texts were to contain 
such a , ostrictimi, the number of persons upon whom it would be biud- 
iug would be constantly variable, ami t)ii.s would make the text vague .and 

indefiiuto,—a character foreign to the intrinsic authority of V'edic texts. 

* According to tlio HUasya, tho sdtra ahould bo translated thaa-‘ also becanso tiioro 
IS uothiug indicativo of rostriotion to particular agents.* 
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As regards the j.>articular custom of the Holaka, Ave know as a matter of 
fact that its observance is not restricted within any such provincial limits 
—as tlie east or the west; it being observed by men of several provinces, 
situated in diverse parts of the country. 


\\ u 



H Na, not. SyAt, would be. ^s(rF?T ?5 DesAntaresu, in other countries. 

Iti chet, if this is urged, Sytlt, it would be. %iTr*l=!cr Yogakhya, 

literally significant, Milthuravat, like the name‘s Mathura.” 

20. As it [the custom] would not be prevalent in 
other countries [the names of people cannot bo taken as 
based upon their connection with places of habitation, 
etc.] —if this is urged—20. 

21. [Our reply is] The names woidd certainly be 
literally significant like the name “ Matiiura.”-“-21. 


COMMENTARY. 


In shtra 19, it iias been urged that the texts i^resumed in support of 
local customs could not contain the words limiting the customs to any par¬ 
ticular people ; because any such mention by name of any people would be 
very vague and indefinite. The opponent retorts :— Very well; we 
admit that names would be vague and indefinite ; that is just the reason 
why all such names as tlie ‘ Easterner ’ and the like should be taken 
as referring to connection with —residence in— a place ; these names must 
be regarded as not referring to any circumstance at all, being purely proper 
names, which do not depend for their application upon anything signified 
by the etymological constituents ; the text would limit the custom to the 
* Easterners,’—whoever these people may be, and whatever the name 
might mean ; it is enough for our purposes to have tlie text restricting 
the custom to only a particular set of people.” 

The answer to this is that the literal signification of such names 
cannot be gainsaid. For instance, we cannot deny that the word 
‘Mfithura’ is applied to certain people simply because they reside m 
Mathura ; similarly, tlie name ‘ Easterner’ cannot bo applied to any man 
except (1) if he be an inhabitant of the eastern provinces, (2j or if 
he be one born in that province, (3) oi if he bo coming from that province 
at that time ; in any case the application of the name cannot but be due 
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sort of eonriectioM with the place. And we have shown above 
(under Sfl. 19) that the prevalence of the customs in questioii is not always 
kH accordance witli their mimes; since we Find many persons residing in 
the eastern provinces not observing the Hfolaka ; while, on the other 
Iiauil, certain residents of other provinces—’on the north, on the west,— 
whose forefathers liad migrated from the eastern provinces—keeping up 
the ciistoin. Flence we conclude that, inasinuch as the presence of such 
names in the Vodic texts would make them vague and indefinite, the pre¬ 
sumed text could not contain any such words as would restrict the autho¬ 
rity of those texts, 

cTT u ii 

: Kannadharmah, the property of the action, ijr Va, or. 
Fravanavat, like the sloping* 

22. “ [The specifying names] may qualify the action, 

like the sloping ”—22. 

OOMMENT.4BY. 

Raving found it impossible to presume Vedic texts with such quali¬ 
fying words as vrould specify the agents, the opponent puts forward the 
theory that the names occurring in the text may be taken as qualifying 
£Vnd thereby limiting, not the agent,—the people performing the action,— 
but the action itself ; that is to say, the epithet ‘ Eastern ’ will refer to the 
custom, and not to the people observing that custom ; the text being that 
the custom can bring about its transcendeutal result only when observed 
in the eastern province; in this way when the custom is called an ‘ eastern 
custom ’ by the text, it cannot be binding upon people who do not live 
in the eastern province ; because the custom cannot be ‘ eastern ’ and 
‘ western ’ at the same time. The opponent adds that such speciLa- 
tion of action is not very rare in the Veda ; for instance, certain sacrifices 
to the Viiivedevas are qualified as ‘ prachinapravaria’-the sense being 
that the sacrifices can bring about their transcendental results only 
when performod on grounds sloping towards the east. 



II II 

gwttr Tulyam, similar. 3 Tu, but. Kartfidharmena, the qualifica- 

tion or speicfication of the agent. ^ 

23. But that would he similar to the specification of 
the agent.—23. 
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COMMENTARY. 

The reply to tlie foregoing sutra is that this specification of the actioji 
also would be as vague 'and indefinite as that of the agent (as shown 

under sutra, 18;; in this case also, as there is no well-defined limit as to 

what is the ‘ eastern ’ and what the ‘ western ’ country, any specification 
by ineanfl of these terrns,~whether of the action or of the agent—would 
always be vague and indefinite. For instance, what is ‘ western ’ for the 
Barmans will be ‘ eastern ’ for the Afgans ; and so fortli ; hence no such 
vague specification can find place in any Vedic texts. 

For these reasons we conclude that the Vedic texts presumed in 
support of such local costonis as the tJolAka and the like, cannot be 
qualified by any specification of places, &c., and as such all these must bo 
taken as having universal authority. 


Sfitras 15 and 1C have been taken by Kumfrilaas also emhodying an 
adliikarana dealing with the authority of sucli partially accepted Dharma- 
iSastras as the sutras of Gautama, SA/ikha, Likhita and the rest. There 
arises a doubt as to the exact nature of the authority of these works; 
because, in actual practice, the Dharmasfitias of Gautama and the Grihya- 
ahtras of Gohhila are accepted as authoritative only by the SAmavedis ; 

_Dhainiasfitra of VaihHbfi cmly by tlie Bigvedis ; the Snijitisof ^ilfikhu 

and Likhita by the VAyasaneyi-Suklayajurvedis, and so forth. The Pfa va- 
paki-a is that these works cannot be put on tlie same category as the univer¬ 
sally' recognised Snaitis—that of Manii, for instance. They are acknow¬ 
ledged by only limited people ; hence they cannot have that same universal 
anlhorit/that belongs to the Veda or the lVJaiuismi.Ui.”-(Su. 1. 3. 1.5.) 

The Siddhanta is that, on account of the universal character of the 
iniunctions contained in the Smritis in cpiestioii, these must bo accepted as 
applying to all persons capable of performing the act laid down by fcliem. 
Tint is to say, as the Sinriti texts tbeniHelves do not contain any words that 

would limit their application, the Vedic texts that we might presume in 

fiuppoit of them could not contain any such words ; hence tliere can be no¬ 
thing to justify our restricting the authority of the Smriti texts in question. 


Adhiharana IX — Vydhdraiiddhiharana. 

[Neoessity of Usino the CottttEOT Fohms of Words.] 
sOtBA-S 1. S. 21-80. 

qsawnu?i^i=iaii 

P. ayogotpattya^Astratvat, because tl.ere is no scrip¬ 
tural injunction as to tlieir use. ^abdesu, iu regard to the use of words. 

^ Na, no. Vyavastha, restriction. Syat, there could be. 
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-24. “ As there is no. iiijiiiiction as to their use, 
there could be no restrictions with regard to the words 


used. "--24. 


COMMENTARY. 


The aiUrae dealing with Grammar have also been classed under 
‘vSmritis;’ and the next si.K Siltras proceed to consider the authoritative 
character of those grunnaatioal Siuptis. Tliese would be authoritative and 
useful, onlj’^ if the comprehension of the meanings of words and sentences 
were restricted to Sanskrit words alone ; as it is those alone tliat are dealt 
with by the Smritis in question. Hence the discussion begins with a consi¬ 
deration of this question. 

For the denoting of one and the same thing, we find people making 
use of pure Sanskrit words, as well as their vernacular corruptions ; for 
instance, the cow is spoken as ‘ gauh ’ as well as * gAya.’ Now tlie ques¬ 
tion arises — Is it the Sanskrit word alone that directly denotes tlie cow 
—tlie vernacular form indicating it only indirectly, through its similarity 
to the Sanskrit word ? Or, are all words, Sanskrit as well as vernacular, 
equally directly'denotative of the cow? 

The f^urvapaksa view is as follows : — 

‘ As a matter of fact we find that in ordinary parlance, the word 
‘ gaya ’ is as capable of denoting tlie cow as the word ‘ gauh ’ ; and this 
fact can bo taken to prove the eternal character of the word ‘ gaya ’ and 
its denotative i^ower; tliat is to say, we can reason thus - Because the word 
‘gAya’ denotes the cow to-day, it must have denoted it Iniiidred years ago 
and so on and on, the relation between the word ‘ gaya’ and the cow must 
be accepted to be as eternal as that between the cow and the word ' gauh.’ 
Hence the conclusion is that we may use any words we like, so long as 
all of them are expressive of what we intend to speak of. If we liad any 
Vedic injunction to the effect that * one should use only such words as are 
correct according to the rules of grammar, ’ we would not be justified in 
making use of any other words ; but as a matter of fact, there is no 
sucli Vedic injunction ; conBequeiitly there can be no ground for the 
restricting our usage to only sucli words as are correct by the rules 
of grammar ; nor is there any Vedic authority for any such distinction 
as that it is only the Sanskrit word that is correct, and all others in¬ 
correct. In fact, it is impossible for any Vedic injunction to lay down any 
such restriction upon usage; because the sense of tlie Vedic injunction is 
expressed by its component words ; then if tlie same injunction laid down 
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restrictions as to tlie use of words, tliere would be an interdependence 
between the words and tlie injunction,--tbe use of the words depending 
upon the Injunction, which, in its case depends upon the words for 
the expression of its meaning ; consequently the comprehension of all 
Vedic injunctions depending upon the ordinarily accepted significa¬ 
tion of words, no words in ordl/iary usage could ever be dilferentiated by 
them as correct or incorrect. Further, a word can be regarded asincoriect 
only when it is not expressive,—as then alone would it fail in its purpose, 
wliicb is the solo criterion of incorrectness; and hence so long as a word 
is found to be duly expressive of its iueaning, there can be no reason foi 
its being regarded as incorrect. 

** It is true that we have the grammatical Srnritis indicating certain 
words as correct, and discarding others as iucoiTect ; and as Srnritis tliey 
would lead us to presume similar Vedic texts also ; but such a Vedic in¬ 
junction could 1)0 possible only if such use of correct words led to tran¬ 
scendental results other than the perceptibl..* result of expressing the mean¬ 
ing (which is found in the case of all words, vSanakidt avS well aa vernacu¬ 
lar); but we have no grounds for believing in any such transcendental 
result, so long as all that is necessary is accomplished by facts ol ordinary 
experience ; that is to say, we are justified in assximing a transcendental 
olenieut only when there is some incongruity without s\ich asBumptioii; 
while in the case in question wo do not find aii 3 ^ incongruity in the meaning 
being expressed by the vernacular woi’d, 

Tims then, tlio grammatical Srnritis relating to the use’of woi-ds 
cannot have any basis in V^edic injunctions ; and as such they cannot 
serve the purpose of laying down rules regarding ihe accomplishment of 
Dliarma, Tlie case of the grammatical Snijdtis stands upon an entirely 
different footing from the other Srnritis that have been proved to be autlm- 
ritative ; because these latter are found to deal with subjects cognate to those 
dealt with in the Veda, while tlie grammatical Snifitis deal with ihe 
use of certain words and phrases, which is a matter upon which, from 
the very nature of tlie thing, tlie Veda cannot have anything to say. 
There being thus no Vedic covroboTation possible in ihe case of the gram- 
malical Sniritis these cannot be regarded as having any authority on matters 
relating to Dharma. Nor is there any use in studying the grammatical 
Srnritis* 

‘‘ The conclusion therefore is that all words—whether Sanskrit or 
vernacular—are equally correct, so long as they denote tlieir meaning ; 
and that, on that account, the science of grammar is absolutely valueleaB.’* 
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[Var lees. 

^abde, in the word. JT!»ai^in7%: Prayatnanispatteh, because it is 
accomplished by effort. Aparadhasya, of discrepancy. Bhagi- 

tvam, possibility. 

25 . Because its utterance is due to (luanan) effort, 
there is a possibility of discrepancies in the wojxl.—25. . 

COMMENTARY. 

Before putting forward tlie Siddhiinta, the Siitra tries to weaken the 
position of the Purvapakija. Tlie corrupt vernacular words have been 
di'clared, in tlie Parvapaksa, to be eternal, on the sole ground of their 
being used in ordinary parlance from time immemorial, and being expres¬ 
sive of definite meanings. Rut, as a inatler of fact, sucli long-established 
usage could be accepted ordy if we were sure that the word that the man bad 
proMonneed before me was e.xaotly what be had heard from others, ^ut 
ill the case of all such words, a.s the utterance of the word is duo to the 
effort of ordinai’y man, there is always a likelihood of his making mistakes, 
as no hiiinan effort is infallible ; it may be tliat the form of the word as 
pi'onounced by the man before me is different from that of the sumo rvord 
as learnt from his father ; hence in the case of all vernacular words, tlrere 
can ho no certainty with reganl to its eternal usage in tliat particular 
form. Tims the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot warrant 
any conclusion as to the eternality of the word. 

Some people read the second word of the sutra as aprayatna- 
nii;.patteh’ ; and the sense iu that case would lie—‘ because the utterance 
of words is often brouglit aliout without proper effort on tlie part of the 
speaker, there is always a possibility of his making mistakes in the pro- 
mmeiation.’ 

U U 

Anyayali, not reasonable, "st Clia, and. Anekai^ali- 

daivam, to have more than one word. 

26. And it is not reasonable to have more than one 
(synonymous) word.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

The sole reason for assuming the significant potency of a word con¬ 
sists in the necessity that tliere is of speaking of a thing by some name. 
That is to say, we accept the fact of the word ‘ gauh ’ being expressive 
of the cow, simply because in the absence of some such word we could not 
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speak of the cow. Therefore, as tliis fact of tlie cow being spoken of would 
be accomplished by a single word, there would be no reason for aasiiming 
uiore Uian one word as expressive of tbesarne tiling; thus for expressing any 
one thing, it is not reasonable to assume more than one word. In tlie case 
ot bauskrit words, however, when we find more than one word' to be actually 
used ill tlie Veda as e.xpressive of the same thing, we are forced to accept all 
these xvords as expressive of it ; as otherwise the infallible Veda would 
become open to the charge of meaninglessness. There is no such reason in 
the case of the vernacular words ; in fact, when the thing-the cow for 
in8tauce,-lias already got its expressive word ‘gauh,’ whicli is found in 
tie cda, we have no fillther ground for accepting any vernacular word 
us expressing the same thing. Tlie conclusion, therefore, is that even wlieti 
mie and the same thing is found to be expressed by more than one word, 
it is only one of these words that can bo accepted as having an eternal 
denotatum relation to that thing; the using of all the other, words must 
be j,akeii as being duo to some incapacity in the speaker to get at the 
tiue word ; and tlie fact of these other words being expressive of that thing 
must be attributed to some sort of similarity that they bear to the true 

word. 

it h 

Tatra, on this point, Tattvam, tliat (denotative potency), 

Abhiyogavis'esat, due to the peculiarity of close application, 

SySt, could be (ascertained). 

27. On this point, that a word is really denotative 
could be ascerfaitied by the application of certain general 
principles.—27. 

COMMENTAKY. 


When wo liave a Iiiiiuber of wonls denoting the same, thing, what 
Would ho the criterion as to wliicli of these is endowed with real denota 
tivo potency, and which e.xpresses the thing only indirectly? That is to 
say, wliat is tliere to show that it is the Sanskrit word that is really deno¬ 
tative of the tiling, and the vernacular words are, at best, only indicative 
of its indirectly ? 

Tlie only practical criterion available lies in certain general princi¬ 
ples, whereby—by the close application of which—we could find out which 
of the words fulfil the couditions indicated by tliose principles ; this will 
lead us lo accept only these xvords as really denotative, and to reject 
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tliose tliat do i.\ot fulfil tlioso conditions. All such principles vve find 
collected for us in the Sinritis of grammar; wherein vve have all that is 
necessary for ascertaining which form of a word is the correct one—i.c., 
which is tliat form which is naturally and eternally denotative of the 
thing. And as it is only the Sanslsiit form of the word that will satisfy 
the grammatical requirements, the inevitable conclusion is tliat it is the 
Sanskrit word, and not its vernacular counterparts, that is endowed with 
real denotative potency. 

Herein lies the usefuluoss and antlioritativencss of the grammatical 
Smritis; as without tlio help of tiiese we could never discriminate betwee/i 
the correct word and its corruptions. 

Fadasaktih, an iiicapabiliiy. ^ Cha, ihen again, 

Tadanui Opatvat, because of its similarity to it. 

28. Then again ( every case of the uttering of vernacu¬ 
lar words is due to] an incapability [to pronounce the correct 
word]; [and the meaning is expressed by the vernacular 
word] because of its resemblance to the correct word.—28. 

COMMENTARY. 

la all cases where vernacular words are used to express a certain 
meaning, the use of tlioso instead of the correct Sanskrit woixl, must be 
attributed to tlie fact that tlie man is unable to pronounce the latter, and 
therefore pronounces it in another form ; and lienco the vernacular usage 
mast be regarded as by its very nature based upon the incapacity of tlio 
speaker; and as such it cannot be accepted to be as authoritative and 
trustworthy as the usage of Sanskrit words. 

Even though it is so yet the word, in the corrupt form, is found to 
express the intended meaning; and tlie reason for this lies in the fact 
that it resembles the correct word in sound ; that is to say, the word 
‘ gaya ’ denotes the cow, because it resembles the word ‘ganh;’ and 
hence \vhen it is uttered, it recalls, by similarity, the word ‘gauh,’ 
which, ill its turn, brings to mind the cow ; so in this case also it is the 
correct word that is really denotative of the thing, cow. 


ii =15. ii 

Ekadegatvat, because it is a part. =q- Clia, and. 
Vibhaktivyatyaye, in a case where the correct endings are absent. f?nw 
Syat, it would be. 
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29. In tlie case of those corrupt words in which the 
correct endings are absent, the denoting of the meaning woiild 
be due to the fact of such a word being a part of the correct 
word.—29. 

(JOUMRNTARY. 

Another point in which the vernacular word differs materially from 
the Sanskrit word is diat the declensional anti irifle.’cionai endings are totally 
absent in the former. For instance, when in vernacular we use the basic 
nonn in its Sanskrit form, we do not use tbe afhx, &c. ; as when we 
speak of the man going, we use the word ‘ rnanu^ya ’ for man; 
while the real Sanskrit form of the word wotdd be ‘ manusyah.’ In 
such case the vernacular form ‘ Manusya is found to bo expiessi\e, 
because it forms a part of the correct word Maiuisyab ; and theicby 
britigs to our mind (bis complete word, wbicb is what really expresses 
tbe meani/ig. 

As against tbe usefulness of tbe Qramniar-Smritis, an objection is 
raised “ As all (he correct \vords ivonld be found in the Veda, a know¬ 
ledge of the Veda would suffice to give us an idea as to which word is 
correct and which is incorrect; and thus there would be no need for any 
grammatical rules, etc., for tbe ascertaining of the correct forma of words.” 

The answer to this is that the Veda does not contain all the possible 
correct words ; it is true that tbe words contained in the Veda are all correct; 
but it is not true lliat all correct words are contained in tbe Veda. Con¬ 
sequently it becomes necessary to have certain definite rules whereby the 
correctness or incorrectness of a word can bo ascertained. And these 
rules must be accepted to be eternal, (I) because we cannot think of any 
point of time when there were no grammatical rules ; and (2) because we 
actually find Vedic injunctions supplying the basis for every one of the 
six factors of grammar -.—viz., the etymology of words, the correct forms of 
words, the necessity of using the correct forms of words, the actual use of 
such words, the prohibition of tbe using of words not shown to be correct 
by the rules of grammar, and the actual avoidance of such words. And all 
these injunctions being Vedic, these must be regarded to be as eternal 
as tiie injunctions laying down the use of ku^a and such otlier things at 
sacrifices. 

Thus then, the rales of grammar, being all based upon the Vedic 
grammar, must be allowed tbe same regard as all other Smritis ; that is to 
say, they must be accepted as having an authoritative bearing upon dharma ; 
specially [as tbe chief use of grammar has been held to lie in the laying 
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dosvii of certain restrictions whicU help in the fulhhneiit of dharnia. 
For instance, the restrictions that Grammar lays down are—(1) that one 
siio\ild use only the correct forms of words, the kviowledge and use of such 
words leading the speaker to heaven and helping him to accomplish 
the Vedic sacrifices ; and (2; that ‘such and such words are correct’—and 
without the rules of grammar it would not he possible to distinguish correct 
from incon’ect words. Thus then the rules of grammar, being tliat part 
of the Vedic dharma which consists of the use of the duly discriminated 
correct forms of words, serve the purpose of pointing out such correct 
Avord-forms us are really expressive. 

According to Prabluikara, it is necessary to enquire into the trust¬ 
worthy character of Grammar, not because it is aSmriti, but chiefly because 
if the science of grammar were not trustwortliy, the whole fabric of 
Vedic dharma would be jeopardised ; that is to say, that a certain word 
denotes a certain thing and not any other, is ascertained finally by the 
rules of grammar alone; consequently, if these were untrustworthy, there 
would he no certainty in regard to the meanings of words; and in that case 
the meaning of all Vedic texts vA'Ould he doubtful and vague ; and this would 

shake the authority and tmstworthy character of the entire Veda. The 

presentation of the pfirvapaksa and the siddlianta by Prabhiikava does not 
dilTer from that by Kuralirila. 

AdhiluiTciiW' X{ci ).— L Iv’ words used cind the things 
denoted hy them hi the Veda arc the same 
as those in ordinary parlance. 

SOTHA I. 3. 80. 



m I ^ I n 


Frayogachoclanabhftvat, because, otherwise, there would 
be no injunction of actions, Arthaikatvam, sameness of denotation. 

AvibliftgAt, on account of non-difterentiation. 

30. On account of non-differentiation [between the word 
as used in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance] the two 
must be regarded as the same ; specially because, if it were 
not so, no injunction of action would be possible. 30. 


COMMENTAliy. 


It having been proved that it is necessaiy to use the correct forms 
of words, it becomes necessary to consider the character of the denotation 
of words i and, as it is the Veda witli which we are immediately concerned, 
the first point that wo have to consider is whether tiie word ‘ gauh ’ used 
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in tlie Veda is the same as tlnit word used in ordinary parlance,—^and 


also if what the word denotes in the Veda is exactly what it denotes in 


ordinary parlance. 

On this point the Purrapaksa is tliat—‘^as a matter of fact we find 


that there are many points of dilference between the Vedic and the ordi 


nary word ; for instance— 1) in the Veda we liave certain icstrictions as to 
accentuation, which do not apply to words in ordinary parlance; (2) the 
conjugational forms met with in the Veda are not the same as those 
found in ordinary language ; e.^., the form ‘ jafighanat ’ which stands for 
‘ahanat; ’ (3) the Vedic words can bo studied by the three higher castes 
only, wliile there is no s\ich restriction with regard to ordinary words. 
For these reasons, the word ‘ gauh ’ as used in the Veda, must be regarded 
as dilferent from that same woi’d as met witli in ordinaiy parlance. 

The SiddljAnta vdew is put foi’tli in the siitra : - We must admit the 
two words to be the same, and also t}]eir (lenotatioiis to bo the same 
That is to say, the word ' gauh ’ as found in the Veda is the same as,—and 
denotes the same thing as—the word ^gauh' ns met with in ordinary 
X^ai'lanca because if this were not so, the Verlic words would be something 
entirely ne\v to the ordinary person ; and so ^YOu^d be absolutely mefining- 
less to him; thus the injunctions would fail in their x^urpose, wliicli 
consists in prompting men to action ; when it would not be comprehended, 
how could it do tlio prompting? 

Anotlier reason for accej>ting tl}is conclusion lies in tlie fact that 
as a matter of fact, we do not find any di/Terence between the two sets of 
words. Tliat is to say, (1) we do not perceive any di (Terence in form be¬ 
tween tlie word ' gauh ' as found in the Veda and the same as met with in 
ordinary parlance ; (2^ we do not perceive any difTercnce in their denota¬ 
tion ; in both cases the word denotes tlie cow. 

6 \ltra 30 has been explained above as embodying an arlliikarana by 
itself. By another iriterprctatiou, it, is taken by tlie Flhasya as the first 
of a set of Hiitras (30-35) xiropounding tlie Tuivaxiaksa of anotlier adhi- 
karana. This adliikarana is as follows • 

Adhikavana X(/j) [Worlds denote communities^ 


not individuals], 

SCtKA. 1. 3. 80.35. 





PrayogachodanabhavAt, because tl}ere would be no injunction 
of actions words denoted couimunities.) Anhaikatvam, the denotation 
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of words must be one only. Avibiu\gt\t, because the class is never 

found apart from the individual. 

30. “ [Wordsmust denote individuals] because other¬ 

wise, there could be no injunction of actions; [they cannot 
denote both community and individual] because words can 
have only one denotation ; and also because the community is 
never found apart from the individuals (there is no necessity 
for its separate denotation).—30.” 

COMMISNTAKY. 

We have seen that, tlie word used in tlie Veda, and the thing denoted 
by it as used tlieroin are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; the next 
question that presents itself for consideration is as to the exact denotation 
of words ; as until we know this we cannot grasp the real sense of Vedic in¬ 
junctions. The que,stion is ;—Does the word denote the individual or the 
community ?— i.e., when we use the word ' cow ’ do we mean an itidividiial 
cow, or the whole community or genus ‘cow ’ ? 

I'lie POrvapaksa view embodied in tiie sfltra is as follows :—“ In the 
Veda we meet with such injunctions as ‘offer the goat in sacrifice ; ’ now 
it is clear that wliat is meant to bo sacrificed mmst be a single goat and not 
the whole community ; because wliat is offered in sacrifice must he perish¬ 
able, while the community is something that never perishes; if words 
denoted communities no Vedic injunctions would have any meaning ; hence 
we conclude that words denote individuals. We cannot accept the view 
that words denote individuals as well as communities,—that is, in the case 
of passages where the denotation of the community would be compatible we 
will take that as denoted by the word ; and other cases we shall take 
the indvidnal as denoted ; this view we cannot accept; because it has been 
proved tliat a word can iiave one and only one denotation ; a.s otlierwise 
the meanings of words would always remain vague anil indefinite. Then 
as regards the idea of community that we have, this is easily explained :— 
the community is never found apart from tlie individuals that constitute 
It; hence whenever the individual would be denoted by the word, the 
community woidd he indirectly indicated as its inseparable concomitant 

31, Also because [in case communities were denot¬ 
ed by words] there would be no word expressive of the 
properti es of an obj ect. ’ ’-—31. 
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COMMENTARY. 

“ If the word ‘ cow ’ denoted the community cow, we could not have 

f because all properties 

l>e, tan. to rud, vuluals, how cotdd we have any such expression as the Me 

cowt I ho community cow is certainly not white. Nor again could we 
have a.,y numerals m connection with nouns : Imw could we speak of 
■ wenty cmr,v, wlmri the community cou- is oneoidy ? There are no properties 
that cou d ho spoken of as belonging to the entire community. For this 
reason also, it is necessary to admit that words denote individuals.” 


P accept this interpretation given in the Bhasya 

o siitui , on the groiiurl that it is too far-fetched, the word ‘driwva’ 
leing taken m the sense of ‘ dravya-draya,’-and canuot be got at directly 
rom the word.s of the sutra. According to the Vartika. the shtra siiould 
he translated and explained in the following maimer 

“ Also'Ijecause [if words denoted communities], there 
would be no denotation, by words, of any individual sub¬ 
stances ;— 


and the inevitable result of this would be that there would ho a vast 
divergence between the noun and its adjective; that is to say, if the word 
‘cow’ denoted the community cow, it could hever denote any individual 
substance, in the shape of a particular cow ; and as all properties belong 
to individuals onlj^—and never to any entire class—no adjectives, which 

denote properties, could ever be co-ordinated with, or applied to, (he 
word ‘cow.’” 

U II 

32. “Also because we find the word ‘another’ used 
[in connection with nouns].”—32. 

COMMENTARY. 

"Another reason is put forward against the theory that it is the 
community that is denoted by words. In the Veda we meet ivith such 

assertions as ‘if one animal should run away, another animal should be 
got; now, if the word ‘ aniinar denoted the community ‘animal,’ there 
would be only one animal, al( animals being included in that comraunitv 
and hence no such expression would be pos,sible as ‘ another animal •’ 

this would involve a contradiction in terms.” ’ 

This sutra is omitted by the Viirtika. 
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'?rr*pra: Akritih, the community. 5 I’u, but. f%apf?^?r Kriyanhatvat, be- 
cause it serves the purpose of actions. 

33 . It is the corniminity that is denoted hj? words; 
because it is the community that serves the purpose of ac¬ 
tions. — 33. 

COMMENTARY. 

In view of such Vedic injunctions as ‘Sj^enachifara chinvJta ’ — ‘the 
kite-altar should be built’—we must take the word to be denotative 
of the community that include.s a number of specific individuals; 
that is to say, in the injunction quoted, it could not be meant tliat the 
altar should be built in the form of any particular individual kite ; 
if it meant that, then no altar conid be built by people who had not seen 
that particidar kite; the injunction must mean that the altar to he 
erected should be of that shape which forms the ccunmon feature of all 
individual kites that is, tlie rvord ‘ kite’ nnist signify that coniinona- 
lity or commnnity in wliich all kites are inchided. Similarly in ordinary 
parlance, when a man is told to ‘bring a cow,’ he does not biing 
any particular cow ; he brings in any animal that is found to possess 
those characlcrs that are common to all cows. Further, if distinct indi¬ 
viduals were denoted by the word,—tlie denotation of the word would 
hc.-ome as diverse and multifarious as there are individuals; each 
individual is bound to have some feature or features that are not present 
Jii any other nidividual ; if it were not so, it would not he an individual. 
Consequently the flenotation of a word if pertaining to individuals, would 
be as infinite iu number as there are individuals; that is, the denotation 
of the word ‘cow’ would not consist of tlie one community including 
all cows, but of the infinite mimher of individual cows of the past, the 
piesent and the future, 'riien again, as each individual cow would be 
possessed of many qualities distinct from those possessed by the othe/-.s, 
the connotation of the word also would be diverse. All this would create 
a great deal of confusion, if, on the other hand, no individual cow" is 
denoted by the word, but it signifies the entire commnnity, then when¬ 
ever a person would be asked to ‘ bring a cow,’ though he would compre¬ 
hend tlic word as signifying the entire community of ‘cows,’ 3 'et what 
he would bring woidd not be this community,--there would he no sudi 
absurdity, -be would naturally bring that individual of the commnnity 
which would be available to him. The propriety of binging the indivi¬ 
dual, and not the entire community, being indicated, by the proximity 
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of the word Mjving’ which could never be taken as applying to any 
connn unify. 

This shows that it is tlie community alone to wliicli all injunctions— 
both Vedic and profane—of actions can apply. Specially because all 
imlividual objects being ephemeral, if the words—specially of the Veda— 
were to denote individuals, the rehitionsliip of the word to its denotation 
could never be regarded as eternal — ; thus the entire fabric of MJmarhsa 
would fall to tlie ground. 

The practical x>urpose served by this adhikaiana lies in regard to 
those cases where we luive a conflict between a rule and its exceptions. 
It is only when words denote communities that any rule can be regarded 
as general ; and if no rule can be regarded as general—a contingency 
rendered necessary under tbe view that all words denote specific indivi¬ 
duals only — then, there would be no justification for rejecting it in favour 
of a special rule, 

(Tlie Vartika gives hero a lull discussion of the various theories in 
regard to the denotation of words). 

fT% u u 

11 ^ I ^ I n 

Na, no. Kriy^, action. f«iT^Syat, would be. Iti diet, if this 

is urged, Artlnlntare, perrtainiug to another thing. Vidh^nani, 

iujunction. 7 { Na, no. Dravyam, substances (properties). hi diet, 

if this is urged Tadarthatvat, because words denote communities (and 

indicate through these the individuals forming the communities.) Prayo- 

gasya, of action. AvibhSgah, no dissociation or disjunction. ^ 

34. If it be urged that — [if words denoted cominuni- 
ties] — (a) “ there could be no action [according to injunc¬ 
tions] ”—and also that, “ (6) there could be no injunction 
of ‘ another thing ’; and (c) there would be signification of 
substances (and their properties) ”— 34. 

35. [The reply is] — because words denote communi¬ 
ties [and through these indicate indirectly also the individuals 
forming the communities,] there would be no dissociation [of 
individuals] from action [laid down by injunctions].—35. 
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riie objections that have been urged in aatra:^ 30,31, and 32, against 
tlio vievv that words denote coinrnuinties, are recapitulated in Sutra 34 
and answered in Sutra 35. The objections are tliree:— 

(a) ‘‘There would be no iujunction of actions if words denoted 
coniinunities ; as all actions, in practice, pertain to individual things.’'— 
(Sfttra 30), 

(h) We find Vedic injunctions laying doAvn the use of another 
tiling, if one thing is spoilt,—if the word denoted the community as a 
whole, there could be no ‘ one ’ or ‘ another,’ ” (Sutra 32). 

(c) No signification of substances with properties would be possi¬ 
ble.”—(Sdtra 31). 

The answer given in Sutra 35 is as follows 

(а) Idiough it is true that what is dh'octly denote'! by the word is 
the coinnxunity, yet the relation between the community and its constituent 
individuals is so close and inseparable that one will always dniply tlie 
other; hence in the case of all injunctions, though the words would 
actually directly denote the community, they would indirectly indicate 
their invariable correlatives, the individuals also ; and the reason for this 
indirect indication,—and our acceptance of it in preference to the direct 
denotation—would lie in the very fact that the opponent urges: it is 
only with reference to individual things that actions can be performed ; 
hence it becomes necessary to accept the words as indicating the indivi¬ 
duals. As this would explain all that is necessary in regard to injunc¬ 
tion and actions, we find no justification for denying the primary position 
that in its ultimate denotation, the word denotes the community,—and 
accepting the other view tliat words denote individuals, in face of the 
many insepatable objections urged above. 

(б) Even thoiigli there can be no 'one ’ and 'another’ in regard 
to the community, the.se would be quite compatible with the individuals ; 
and as we admit these latter to bo indirectly indicated by the words, the 
objection loses all its force. 

(c) Similarly, for the adjectives denoting properties : even though 
these may not apply to the community, they could pertain to tlio indivi¬ 
duals. 

Thus we conclude even though words must be regarded as denoting 
comniuiiities—in view of reasons shown above,—they would also indi¬ 
cate the individuals, as inseparable from the cominunities; and in this 

la 
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way it would be always possiblo to connect or associate enjoined actions 
with individual things; this is what is meant by the sentence ‘ there 
would be no dissociation.’ 


According to Prabli/ikara, as according to the Blnlsya, the ground 
of doubt as to the real meaning of a word, is that words have no denota¬ 
tions apart from injunctive sentences, and injunctive sentences always 
refer to individuals; whereas for several reasons (detailed abovO it does 
not appear right to accept the view that words denote individuals. Because 
words liave no dc^uotalions apart from injunctive sentences, Prabhakara 
bases his argument in favour of the view that words denote communities, 
entirely upon such injunctions as ‘ syenachitarn^ &c.,’ where it is impossible 
for the word to denote any individual, 

Kumarila, on the otlier hand, not admitting the view that words have 
no ineaning apart from injunctive sentences, makes tho g'-ourul of doubt 
consist in the fact that, though by means of words we actually compreUend 
'coinni uni ties, Grammar indicates the plausibility of the view that it is 
the individual that is denoted by words. And, not depending upon 
injunctive sentences alone, he has put forward many other arguments in 
favour of the orthodox view that words denote communities. 


Fourth Pada. 

TREATING OF THE NAMES OF SAORIFICKS. 

Adhikarana 1,—Words like ‘ Udhhid ^ are names of sacrifices, 

sOtra i. i. 1-2. 

“3^ m I « I ^ ir 

Uktam, has been explained. Samftnnayaidamartbyani, 

the part of the Veda pertaining to actions. Tasmat, therefore, 

Sarvam, the whole of it. Tadartharn, for that purpose. Syat, 

should be* 

1. ‘‘It lias been explained that the Veda pertains to 
[helps in the performance of] actions ; therefore the whole 
of it should be taken as serving that purpose.’’—1. 

commentary. 

In the Veda we meet with many such words as ‘Udbhid,’ ‘ Chitra ’ 

‘ Agnihotra’ and soon—which do not appear to be either injunctions, or 
arthavSdas or mantras. With regard to these, there arises a doubt as to 
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whetlier these words lay down certain accessory details in connection with 
sacrifices,—or they are only the names of particalar sacrifices. 


On this question, tlie Pflrvapaksa as embodied in sutra 1, is as 
follows:—The conclusion arrived at in the foregoing sections of the 
sutra is that the Veda always lays down something that is directly or 
indirectly conducive to the accomplishment of actions ; for instance, the 
injunctions lay down actions not known otherwise ; the arthav^idas praise 
certain things in coiuiection with actions laid down by the injunctions, and 
thereby serve to prompt men to perform those actions; the mantras 
indicate certain details—principally the deity—connected with the sacri-' 
licial action ; thus it follows that the entire Veda should be regarded as 
laying down tilings connected wdth some sort of sacrificial porformanco. 
From all this we conclude tliat the words under discussion, as forming 
part of the Veda, are expressive of things connected with sacrifical perfor¬ 
mances ; such being the case, we cannot take them as arthavadas, because 
they are not found to be subservient to any injunctions; nor are they found, 
to have the character of: mantras ; consequently, they must be taken as 
enjoining certain materials to be offered at sacrifices; that is to say, the 
word ‘udbhid’ means etymologically, that which cuts, i.e., tlie axe, or 
any such cutting instrument; the meaning of the sentence thus will be that 
‘ one should perforin the sacrifice in which a cutting instrument is to be 
offered ;’ and similarly, in the case of all such words, we could find some 
such etymological meaning, by wliich it wuuld denote some sort of a 
material substance that could be offered at sacrifices.’’ 

^rfr^rrApi Va, but. Namadheyam, a name. Sy<1t, must be. 

^ Yat, which. Utpattau, when met with for the first time. 

ApOrvam, appears to be new, i>., is not recognised as denoting anything already 
known, Avidhayakatv^t, because it cannot be injunctive. 

2. But that which, at the very outset, is not recog¬ 
nised as denoting anything already known, must be a 
name ; because it cannot be injunctive [of any thing].—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

When we come across sucli a word as ‘udbhid,’ for instance, in the 
sentence ‘ udbhid4 yajeta,’ we do not at first recognise it as denoting 
anything that is known to us; it is only when we come to look into the 
etymology of the word that we find that it may denote a cutting instru¬ 
ment; thus inasmuch as the word is not readily recognised a.s having 
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Hiicli meaning, it caunot be taken as laying down a material, the significa¬ 
tion whereof by the word is got at with great dilTiciilty ; and it is much 
more reasonable to take it as a name. Or (according to another interpre¬ 
tation of tl)e sutra proposed by Knmarila) the word must be taken as tlio 
name of that sacrifico which is fonml to bo mentioned in the same sentence 
as accomplishing a transcendental result the ease of ‘ iidbliid,’the 

sacrifice whose performance is declared to accomplish the transcendental 
result which wordd bring cattle. 

The reason why the word slioiild be regarded as a name is—because 
it cannot be injimctivo of anything; that is to say, it is not capable of en¬ 
joining a material. Because if, in the sentence in question, ‘ udblnda yajeta 
paiinkfiinah,^ the word ‘udbliid’ were to lay down a material to be offered, 
it would lay tliis down,—either with reference to the result, the moaning 
l)eing that ‘one should seek to acquire cattle by means of the cutting instru¬ 
ment,’—or with regard to the sacrifice, the meaning being that ‘ onesluaild 
accomplisli the sacidiice by means of tlie cutting instrument,’—or with 
reference to both, the sense being that ‘ one should acquire cattie by 
means of tlie offering of the cutting instrument in sacrifice.’ Now, by the 
first of these, it would appear as if the cattle were to be acquired directly 
by means of tlie instrument, without the making of any offering at all ;~ 
by the second, tlie mention of die result would have no connectioii with 
tlio sentence; under the third, the word ‘udbliida’ in the instrumental, 
would have to be taken as equalifying the word ‘yagena,’ implied in the 
verb ‘yajeta; ’ and tlius ‘ udhhida’ will luive to be taken as standing for 
‘ udbliidvatA,’ ‘tliat which has tlie udbhid for its material,’—tlms involv¬ 
ing the lindrsirablo contingency of making a word renounce its direct 
meaning and taking an indirect one,—a contingency permitted only in cases 
wheie no other interpretation is available ; while, in the present case, the 
word can be taken as the name of a sacrifice, which obviates the necessity 
of having recourse to indirect or forced interpretation. 

Thus then, iiiasmucli as the word cannot enjoin a material, it 
must bo taken as the name of a sacrifice. 


The above is the interpretation of the sfitras 1 and 2, according to 
the Bliasya, by which both sutras form one atlliikarana, the first being 
taken as the Purvapaksa and the second as the SiddliAiita. Kumarila 
takes exception to this interpretation, on the ground tliatthe present 
adhyaya being devoted to the subject of the Means of knowing Dliarma, 
the opening adhikarana of tlie pacia must hear directly upon that subject ; 
and also on the ground that there is nothing in the first sfitra that is not 
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perfectly compatible with tiie Skldhanta standpoint, in view of which it 
could he taken as embodying the Pflrvapaksa. By KumarilaV interpreta¬ 
tion the first siitra represents an entirely distinct adhikarana, which may 
be expanded as follows :— 

In regard to such words as ‘ udbliid ^ as occurring in the Veda, tbore 
arises a question — as these are neither injunctions, nor arthavadas, nor 
mantras, can they he regarded as having any bearing upon Dliarina ? The 
Pfirvapaksa view Is that “ inasmuch as these words have no connec¬ 
tion with tlio performance of actions, they can have no bearing upon 
dharma.” • The SiddliAiita is— Tt has already hecn explained that the Veda 
hears directly upon the performance of actions ; hence the whole of it {irichid- 
ing the words under discussion) must he accepted as serving that purpose, 
(Sutra 1.) 

It liaving been establislied that as forming part of the Veda, tlio 
words in question must be taken as bearing upon dliarma, the next 
question that naturally arises is—-What bearing have tliey ? In wliat way 
do they help our knowledge of dharma ? And it is on this question 
that we have the next adhikarana, represented by sutra 2. The Pflrva- 
paksa lias to be supplied from witlioiit, -its sense being that ‘‘ the words in 
question must be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices ; because 
such meaning of the word as could be got at through its etymology is 
apt to be accepted and recognised by all men ; and also because being 
thus taken, the word would serve the distinctly useful purpose of pointing 
out tlie material to heoJTered, — a point on whicli the rest of the sentence 
affords no information.” 

The SiddhAnta is embodied in shtra 2, as explained in accoradneo 
with the Bhasya. 

According to Prabhakara wlio accepts the interpretation as given by 
the BliA^jm, tlie purvapakt^a view is that the word ‘ udbliid ' lays down the 
cutting instrument as a material to be offered at some unknown sacrifice; 
while according to the Pilrvapaksa as put forth by KumArila, it is in con¬ 
nection with the well* known Jyotis^oina sacrifice that the word lays down 
the material. 


Adhikarana II .—‘ Chitra^^ are names of Sacrifices. 

BOTHA 1. 4. 3. 

Yasniin, that (word) in which. Gunopade^ah, mention of 








p6RV A-M1MAMSA-SUTRAS. I adhyAya. 





accessories, Pradh^natah, witli the principal factor, Ablii- 

sambandliab, is related. 

3. That word vvliicli [if taken as an injunction] 
would mention more than one accessory must be taken as 
related to the principal factor the action mentioned in 
the sentence].—3. 

COMMENTARY. 


The foregoing aclhikarami dealt with such, words as liad no moaning of 
thoir own, and whose meaning had to be deduced fiDin tlieir.etyinology. 
The present adliikarana deals with those words wliicli have a wel]-re( 3 ognised 
meaning of tlioir own ; for instance, tlie word ‘chitra’ as occurring in the 
sentence ‘ chitraya yayeta paiiukainah ; ’ with regard to this word, there 
arises the question—is the word * chitra ’ here to he taken as laying down 
the female animal of variegated colour (which is wliat the word actually 
Bignifies) ? Or is it to ho regarded as the name of the sacrifice mentioned 
by tlie word * yajeta ’ ? 

The Purvmpaksa view is that—‘‘the word must be taken in its 
oivlinary sense, the meaning of the sentenco being—‘one should perform 
a sacrifice with an animal whicli is female, and of variegated colour ; that is 
to say ‘ the animal sacrificed for the Agnisonifya offering, should be a female 
and of variegated colour,’—there being no justification for abandoning the 
natural meaning of the word, so long as it is found to be compatible 
with the context.” 

The Siddhanta view put forward in tlie sutra is as follows :—In all 
cases where a word, if taken as laying down accessories, is found to men¬ 
tion more than one accessory detail, it is not right to take it as such an in¬ 
junction of accessories; because this would rise to a syntactical split; for 
instance, in the case of the word ‘cliitra,’ if we take it in the waxy suggested 
in the Piirvapaksa, it would lay down three factors—(1) the animal, (2) its 
female sex and (3) its variegated colour : and the right construction of tlie 
sentence would be—‘ The sacrifice should be performed with an animal, 
—this animal should be a female,—and this animal should be of variegatea 
colour ;’—thus a single sentence being split up into three sentences, ‘ a split’ 
permissible only when the sentence admits of no other construction. In the 
sentence in question, we have a simpler construction available the word 
‘ chitra’ may be taken as “ related to the principal factor of the sentence, 
—tnz,, the sacrifice denoted by the root in the word ‘yajeta; ’ and the only 
way in which it can be so related is to take it as the name of that sacri¬ 
fice. . 






Ill ADHIKAMA^A, Sit. 

TatpraJihyanifdya “ 
name of a Sacrifice. 

sOtra i. 4. 4. 


1. 4. 4. 


Agnihotra 


>) 



u t I ^ I ^ n 

Taiprakhyam, injunctive of that. M' Cha, and. whtotWI An3'ai4s- 
tram, other sentences, 

4. There are other sentences injunctive of that acces¬ 
sory.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

Adhikaraaa I deaU with words whose etymological signification point- 

etl to the sacrificial material only indirectly ; that is to say, ‘ udbliicla ’ Jiad to 
be taken by the Pdrvapak^a as standing for ‘iidbhidvata/ before it could 
be taken as laying down the material for the sacrifice; and this contigency 
formed the chief reason for rejecting the Pilrs^apak^a. The present adln- 
karana deals with tliose woi'ds whoso otymological signification points to, a 
sacrilicial accessory directly, for instance, the word ‘ agnihotra,* as oocun ihg 
in the sentence ‘agnihotrena juluiyat svargak imah,’ signifies etymologically, 
tkai in which the ojferinij u made to Agni and as such can be taken as 
laying down Agni as the deity of the sacrifice ; and as this does not neces¬ 
sitate recourse to indirect indication, there aiises tlio question as to 
whether words like these are to be taken as names of sacrilices, or as lay¬ 
ing down accessory details in connection with the sacrifices. 

The IMrvapaki^a view is as follows The word ‘agnihotra ’ direct¬ 
ly signifies that in which (‘yasniin') the oflering (hotrani) is made to Agni 
(‘ agnaye ’); and as such there can be no objection to its being taken as lay¬ 
ing down Agni <a8 the deity of the sacrifice ; specially as in connection with 
the pariiciilar sacrifice herein referred to there are many minor sacrifices 
whoso deity is nowhere mentioned; consequently, the word, when taken as 
laying down the deity, supplies a distinct need.** 

The Siddhnnta view, embodied in the siltra, may be summed up as 
follows:—Inasmuch as in connection with the sacrifice in question we find 
other sentences laying down all necessary accessories, an enjoining of these 
by another word would be entirely superfluous. For instance, the mantra 
‘Agtiirj 3 mtih, &c.,’ distinctly points to Agni as ilie deity of the sacrifice, what 
need tlien is there of tliat same deity being mentioned )>y the word ‘agni- 
liotra ? * Consequently, the conclusion is that the word must be taken as 
the name of the sacrifice; specially as the conrieciioii of the deity Agni 
with the offering having been established by the aforesaid mantra, and 
in accordance with this, people being actually found to take up the 
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performance of that: sacrifice, tbe word ‘ «gnihotra * cannot but be taken 
as merely referring to, and being descriptive of, that same sacrifice. 


Adhiharana IV — I'advyapadesanyaya'': Syena ” and. 

such other loovds are names of sacrifices. 

sOt.ua 1. 4. 6. 

n ^ I I n 

5. That also [should be taken as name] which points 
to a similarity [between the sacrifice and the accessory that 
it would indicate.]—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

Adhikarana II has dealt witli these words winch, though capable of 
being taken directly as laying down accessory details, give rise to needless 
syntactical splits; the present adhikarana takes up the case of lliose words 
whose direct signiiicatioji points to tilings that can be used as materials of 
offering, &c., and which, vvlieii taken in this sense, donot occasion any 
syntactical split, kor instance, the word ‘JSyena’ in the sentence ‘ f^lyenena 
yajeta may be taken in its direct signification of the kite-bird ; and this 
word is quite capable of being used as the material to be offered at the 
sacrifice ; the meaning of the sentence being * one should make an offering 
of the kite-bird.’ This is the Purvapak§a view. 

llie Siddlianta put forth in the sfitra is that, tlie word must be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice, as is clearly implied by another Vedic text 
in coimection with the sacrifice ; this other text says ‘ just as the kite-bird 
falls upon its prey, so does this sacrifice fall upon his enemy this implies 
that there is a similarity between the kite-bird and the sacrifice, which, on 
that account, may be taken as having, ‘8yena’ for its name. If, in the 
sentence in question, the word ‘ Syena ’ meant the kite-bird itself, then 
this other text would be describing a similarity of the kite-bird to itself, 
which would be absurd. 

And further, as in the case of ‘udbhidA,’ it has been shown that 
before the word could be taken as laying down the sacrificial material, 
it would be necessary to regard it as equivalent to * udbliidvata ’ so, in 
the same manner, in the case of the word ‘ Syenena,’ before it can be taken 
us laying down a material, it will be necessary to take it as equivalent to 
byenavata ; as without this, the word ‘Syenena’ in its original form 
could not bo construed with Yagena.’ This undesirable contingency is 
obviated by taking the word as the name of the sacrifice. 
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Adhikarana V .-—‘ Vdjapeya,’ eta., are names of Sacrifices. 

8l")TRA« 1. 4. 0-8. 

ii i ii 

ii ii 

sTt8^^ Nftmadheye, in the case of what appears as a name. Gupa- 

sruteh, because there is a mention of an accessory. Sydt, should be. 

Vidhanam, an injunction. ^ Iti diet, if this be urged. (6) gisjpfTJsjr 
lulyatvat, on account of becoming similar. Kriyayoh, of the two actions. 

if Ha, this cannot be (7). 

6. “ In the case of what appears to be a name, inas¬ 
much as there is distinct mention of an accessory, it should 
be taken as the injunction [of that accessory] ”—if this is 
urged,—6. 

7. This cannot be ; because in that case the two 
actions would become similar.—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent reiterate.^ liis position with regard to all those words 
that are taken as names. “ la the case o£ all words that you take as names" 
—says the Pflrvapakijin—‘‘ whoa we find a distinct mention of the material 
or other accessories, we cannot but regard them as injunctions of such acces¬ 
sories ; and there could be no reason for taking them as names of sacrifices. 
For instance, in the case of the word ‘ Vajapeya,’ as occurring in the sen¬ 
tence ‘ Vajapeyena svilnijyak4ino yajeta,’ we lind that the word distinctly 
mentions a material, in the shape of the juice or extract (‘ poya ’) of food- 
graius (‘vfija’); and so we mnst take it as laying down this grain-juice 
as the material to bo employed at the sac'rilice performed for acquiring the 
Kingdom of Heaven ; consequently the words cannot be taken as a name." 

This is the PfirvapakirU embodied m siltra I. 4. 6. The Siddhanta, 
in reply to this, is put forth in sfitra 1. 4. 7. If the sacrifice mentioned in 
the sentence in question had for its material the grain-juice, as held by the 
PCtrvapaksa, it would be a sacrifice of the ‘ I§t,i ’ class ; and thereby come 
to have its procedure exactly similar to that of the ])airfa-purnama.sn, wliich 
is the archetype of all grain-sacrifices ; which would be an absurdity; as 
the procedure of the sacrifice is that of the Jyotistoma, which is the arche¬ 
type of the ‘ Sauinika ’ class. For this reason, the word ‘ Vajapeya ’ can¬ 
not be taken as laying down the grain-juice as the material for the sacri¬ 
fice ; it must be taken as the name of the sacrifice performed in accordance 
with the procedure of the Jyoti^tpma, with a view to acquire the Kingdom 
of Heaven. 

14 
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i?cR!(re«f Aikawabdye, in that which is expressed by a single word 
Parflrtbavat, there would be mutually coniracliclory characters. 

8. That which is signified by a single word would 
come to have contradictory characters.—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

In case the word ‘ Viijapeya ’ signified the grain-juice as the 
material, then the sentence ‘ Viijapeyena 8variijyal{fi.Tno }'ajeta’ would 
have to he construed as follows—(ti) ‘ one should obtain the sovereignty 
of heaven by means of the sacrifice, and (b) tlie sacrifice should be accom¬ 
plished by means of the grain-juiceand thus the sacrifice, though 
signified by the single word ‘ yajeta,’ would have the character of an 
instrument with regard to the sovereignty of heaven, and the character 
of the object to be accomplished, in regard to the grain-juice ; but as a 
matter of fact, it is possible for one and the same thing to have, at one 
and the same time, the mutually contradictory characters of the instru¬ 
ment and the object; so we conclude that the word ‘Vnjapeya’ does 
not lay down the material, grain-juice ; and that it must be taken as 
the name of a sacrifice. 

Adhikarana VI —‘ Agneya ’ is not the name of a sacriHee. 

SCiTRA 1. 4. 0. I 

ftrsT: m I 8 I 5- n I 

Tacl-gunftli, that and its accessories, g Tu, but, \'’idhiye- 

ran, should be enjoined, Avibh^gSt, because there is combination. 1 

Vidhanarthe, in regard to the object of injunction, H Na, not. Cliet, 
if. Anyena, by another. laid down, i 

9, The sacrifice as well as its accessories should be en- , 
joined [by the word],—because there is a combination of all 
factors of the injunction ;—specially if they are not laid 
down by any other word.—9. 

commentary, 

Tlio general character and function of names having been pointed " 
out in the foregoing shtras, with the present shtra begins the considera¬ 
tion of certain exceptions to the principles laid down, | 
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In connection with the word ‘ Agneyah,’ as appearing in the sen* 
tence—‘ YadAgri^yo’ stakapalo’ in^ivAsyiryam, etc.,’—the question arises :— 
Is it the name of a sacrifice? Or, does it lay down certain accessory 
details of a sacrifice ? 

The Pfirvapaksa view is as follows:—'‘The word must be taken as 
the name of the sacrifice at which the cake baked on eight pans is to be 
offered; it cannot bo taken as laying down accessories; because all the 
necessary accessories are got at by other means : for instance, the Deity 
is mentioned by the mantras, and the material in the form of the cake, 
is mentioned by the word ‘ A^takapala’ itself, as it is only a cake that 
can be baked on pans. Nor can the word lay down the sacrifice itself ; as 
the sacrifice also is already indicated by the mention of the cake as baked 
upon eight pans; as it is only for being offered to a deity that a* cake 
can be so baked. Thus not being capable of being taken as laying down 
either the sacrifice or its accessories the word ‘ Agneya ’ must be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice at which the cake is offered to the deity 
Agni mentioned by the mantras. The word cannot be taken as laying 
down materials, as that would involve a syntactical split, as urged by the 
SiddhTinti himself in the foregoing Adhikaranas.” 

The Siddhanta view embodied in the sfitrais as follows:—When the 
sacrifice and its accessories are not found to be laid down by any other 
word, they must be taken as enjoined by the word in question ; specially 
because the word ' Agneyah,’ alone implies all the necessary factors of the 
injunction. 

it has been asserted in the Pflrvapak§a that the sacrifice and its 
accessories are already got at by means of the other words of the sentence. 
This is not true : ! 1) As regards the sacrifice itself, the mere mention cf the 
cake as baked upon eight pans does not neces.sarily indicate any sacrifice to 
a deity; because there is nothing to establish any such relationship between 
the cake mentioned in this sentence and the deities indicated by other man¬ 
tras ; that is to say, the mere mention of the 'cake baked on eight pans’ 
dues not point to any action of tlie human agent, during the performance 
of which action those mantras w'ould be recited which would recall an}^ 
deities to his mind. The mantra also—‘ Agnirmffrdhd divah, etc.,’ does 
not mention any action at all; hence this also cannot point to any relation¬ 
ship between the cake and the deity Agni spoken of in this mantra. (2) 
As regards the sacrificial material, this also is not laid down by any other 
word of the sentence in question ; because it is only after the sacrifice 
has been mentioned that anything spoken of in the sentence can be 
taken as the material for that sacrifice ; we have seen that the sacrifice 
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iiot mentioned by any othei’ words; therefore we must conclude 
that the fact of the caho being the sacrificial material is also not 
mentioned by any other part of tiie sentence. (3) Lastly, the deity 
also cannot be taken as indicated by tlie other words of the sentence. 
There are only three ways of mentioning the deity to whom a certain 
material is to be offered—(u) by means of a nominal atfix, llie 

affix ‘ay’ in the word ‘aindrain’ in the sentence ahidrain chaium 
shows that the charu is dedicated to Indra ; (/)) by means of the dative 
ending— e.g., the ending in the word ‘ Visnavo ’ in the sentence, Visnave 
dvftclastakapftlarn,’ shows tliat the cake is to be offei’ed to Vifna ; and 
(e) by certain significant words of mantras—c.y., the word ‘ Suryah ’ 
in the mantra ‘ Snryojyotih, etc. ’ sliows that the morning libation is to be 
offered to Surya; and among these tliree the one that folhnvs is always of 
less authority than that which precedes; lienee so long as we can get at 
a deit.y mentioned by the nominal affix, we cannot accept that which 
is indicated by any words of mantras; that is to say, in the case in ques¬ 
tion, inasmuch as the fact of Agni being the deity is expressed by the 
nominal affix‘dhalc’ in the word ‘ Agneyah,’ we can«ot seek for the 
required deity in the words of the mantra ‘ Agnirnuirdhil, etc. 

Under the circumstances, the inevitable conclusion is tliat it is the 
word ‘ figneyah ’ that denotes the oonnectioM between the cake and Agni ; 
and it is by virtue of tliis relationship tliat the sacrifice also comes to be 
denoted. Thus the word ‘ Agneyab ’ must be tal<en~(l) as pointing out 
the deity, by means of the basic noun ‘Agni,’ (2) as indicating the fact 
of the cake to be offered to Agni. by means of the aflix ‘ dhak;’ and (3) as 
expressing the sacrifice, hy reason of the fact that, the cake cannot become 
‘iigueya,’ until it is offered to Agni—and this olTcring constitutes the 

sacrifice. ■•if 

Tlius all the factors, the sacrifice and its accessories in the form 

of the deity and the material, are pointed out by the word ‘ agneyah ’; 
and as all these factors of the injunction are mingled togethei-, there is no 

syntactical split at all. 


AdhiMrana VIL—Such words as ‘ Varhih ’ and the like 

denote the genus. 

bOtra. l, 4. 10. 

U M ^ I ^ o 11 

Varhirajyayoh, of the grass and tbe butter. Asatns- 

karc even when no consecration lias been made. ^abdalabhat, 
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lOf 




jecause the words are applied. Atachchhabdah, the Aords cannot b 

regarded as applicable (to consecrated grass and butter only.) ^ 

10. Because the words ‘varhih’ [grass] and ‘ ajya 
[butter] are found to be applied to unconsecrated grass and 
butter, the Avords cannot be regarded as applicable only to 

10 . 

COMMENTARY. 


consecrated grass and butter.- 


In connection witli names we proceed to consider the significations 
of the names of materials. In regard to such names as ‘varlrih’ (grass), 

‘ iijya ’ (blitter) and ‘ purodai^a ’ (cake), there arises the qnestiou—Do these 
words apply respectively to only such grass, Initter and cake, as have been 
consecrated for sacrilicial puiposes, or to all grass, butter and cake in 
genera! ? Though the shtra mentions only the ‘ varhih ’ and the ‘ &jya, 
the Blnlsya has added tlie ‘ purotjafla also. 

The Purvapak^a view is that—“ according to sfltra l. 3. 9, the words 
in question must be taken to be used by sacrificers, in the sense of the 
consecrated or sacrificial materials only.” 

Tlie Siddhanta is that it is a welhrecognieed fact that the wwds 

found in the Veda are the same as those used in ordinary parlance and 

their significations also are the same in both cases (sfitra 1. 3. 30); and as 
it has been proved under sQtra 1. 3. 30 that all words denote communities 
and not individuals, we must take the words in question to be denotative 
of grass, butter and cake in general. Such being the case, there can 
be no justification for restricting these significations, to only such of these 
things as have undergone a process of conseciatioii. 


Adhikaranas VJII and IX—The namet> ‘ Proksa?n ’ (VIIJ) and 
‘ Nirmanthya ’ (IX) must he taken in their literal signification. 

sOTRi' t. 4. U and 12. 

u t I ^ I n 

in I ^ i ^ ^ « 

srgH)?? Froksanl.su, in the case of the Proksant (washing water), ^mwnrar 
Arthasamyogat, because the literal signification is applicable. iTTI I'atha, so. 
vrCha, also. Ninnanthye, in the case of the Nirniantha (fire produced 

by friction,) 

11. Because in the case of the ‘ washing water, the 
literal signification of the word ‘ proksan^ is applicable [the 
word must be taken in its literal sense]. —11. 
















12. And so also in the case of the ‘ fire produced by 
friction ’ [the word ‘ nirmantliya ’ should be taken in its 
literal sense].—12. 

COMMENTARY. 

In regairl to the name ‘prolssani’ as applied to the water, the ques¬ 
tion arises as to whether the word has its denotation conventinally res¬ 
tricted to water? Or it lias to be taken'in its literal sense of that with 
lahiGh things are washed ? 

The Purvapak§a is that —** the conventional meaning ol the word 
being most direct and easily known, we can have no jnstilication for 
taking the name ‘ prok^ani ’ as denoting that loith tchich ihhigs are 
washed y 

The Siddhanta is that, it is true that the conventional denotation 
is most Huthoritative, but in cases where we find the literal signification 
quite compatible with the conventional signification, we can have no 
I’eason for rejecting this latter; for instance, in the case in question, we 
find that the literal meaning of the word ‘ prok§ani ^‘ that by wiiicli 
things are washed’—is quite applicable to the water ; consequently we 
must take the name as used its literal sense ; this view liaving the 
advantage that the scope of the word-denotation is extended to all those 
liquids with which things can be properly washed, and not restricted to 
water only. 

Similarly in regard to tlie name ^ Nirmantliya,’ though it appears 
to be used in the sense of consecrated fire, yet it cannot be taken in its 
literal sense of fire 'produced hy friction. ; the advantage of this view being 
tliat it is only when we take the word tlius that we can do the baking with 
fire produced by friction at the time of the baking, and not by any 
ordinary fire produced at any other time. 


Adhikarana X—The word ' Vaismdeva ’ is the 
name of a sacrifice. 

SUTRAS 1. 4. 13 and 14. 

“ '1-^^ l ^ l u 

u 

Vaisvadeve, in the case of the word ‘ Vaigvadeva.’ VikalpaJi, 

there is option, hi diet, if this is urged. ^ ^ Na va, not so. 
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PraSairari^t, because of ihe context, 
of direct injunction. Cha, also. Jf Na, there is 
Prakavanani, context. Dravyasya, of the 

13. If it be urged that “ in th 


use 

ord 


‘ Vaisvadeva,’ there is an option.” 13. 

14. This is not so ; because of context [being the sole 
authority for regarding it .as laying down the deity;] while 
there is a direct injunction [of another deity] ; and certainly 
the context catmot set aside the thing [laid down by direct 


injunction.]—14. 


COMMENTARY. 


Tlie case of the word ‘ Vairfvadeva ’ as occurring in the sentence 
‘ Vaiiivadevena yajeta ’ is different from all other words dealt with in the 
foregoing sutras. ( 1 ) It we take it as laying down the deity Virfvedeva, 
we find such signification to follow directly from the word, without 
having recourse to any indirect indication as was found necessary in the 
case of the woid ‘ Udbhida (2) it does not lay down any accessories ; 
ami hence causes no syntactical split,—as the word ‘Chilia does; (3) 
there is no ambiguity about the meaning of the word as pointing to the 
deity—as in the case of the word ‘ Agnihotra ’ ; (4) the word ‘ Vaitfvadeva ’ 
does not point to any particular sacrifice,—like the Vajapeya, 

The question that arises in regard to this word is this —Does 
the word point to Viifvedeva as the deity of the sacrifice of the Chatur- 
masya ? is it the name of this sacrifice ? 

The Pitriapaha view is that.—“ the word lays down the deity Visf- 
vedeva; and as another deity, Agni, le., for the same sacrifice, is already laid 
down by another direct injunction, we must regard Viiivedeva and Agni 
as the two deities to be accepted optionally. We must accept this view, 
because no useful purpose would bo served by making the word a name 

of the entire ChftturmAsya sacrifice.” 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sfltra is that the word must be 
taken as the collective name of all the minor sacrifices that go to make up 
the ChaturmAsya sacrifice. We cannot take it as pointing to a deity of 
the sacrifice; because Agni, &c., have been laid down as the deities of 
these sacrifices, by direct injunctions; while the fact of Vitfvedeva being 
their deity would, at best, be indicated only by the ‘context’—i.e., by the 
word ‘Vaiifvadevena’ occurring in the same sentence as ‘yajeta ; and cer¬ 
tainly the deity thus indicated by the context cannot be regarded as on 

the same footing as those laid down by direct injunctions. The indication 
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of tlio deity by the affix in 'Vairfvadova* is not of the same kind as that by 
the similar affix in ‘Agneya because in the ease of the latter the connection 
of Agni with a distinct material (the cake) is distinctly mentioned in the 
same sentence; while in the case of the word ‘Vaitivadeva,’ no such mate¬ 
rial being mentioned, the relation of the deity to some sort of material 
will have to be assumed before the connection of the deity with the sacii- 
fice can be establislied. Consequently the indication of the deity by this 
word must be regarded as more indirect, and hence less authoritative, than 
that by direct injunction. Consequently we must accept, as the deity of 
tlio sacrifices in question, Agni and the rest, which are laid down by direct 
injunctions and not Virfvedeva. 

For these reasons wo must take., the word ‘ Vaifivadeva’ as the name 
of the entire set of sacrifices that go to form the Chaturmfisya; this collec¬ 
tive name serving the distinctly useful purpose of bringing together nil 
the several sacrifices and making them capable of being spoken of collect¬ 
ively by rn^ans of the single word ‘VaiSvadeva.’ 

u n II 

Mithah, mutual. ^ Cba, and. Anartha-sambandhah. rela¬ 

tionship is highly improper, 

15. And mutual relationship is highly improper.—15. 

COMMEx\TAHY. 

The opponent might urge that, in the sentence ‘Vaicivadevena yajeta,’ 
the word * Vaiiivadeva * may bo taken as the name referring to all the 
eight sacrifices, and at the sauie time it may also be taken as indicating 
the deity Viiivedeva in connectioji with a ninth sacrifice of which the 
material also will be something entirely different from those of the eight 
sacrifices; the sentence being construed as—‘ among the Vaievadeva 
sacrifices there should be one of which Vijivedeva is the deity.’ 

This will not be riglit; because, in that case the same word would in¬ 
dicate the eight sacrifices, and also lay down the deity for another sacrifice; 
and the same word ‘ Vairfvadeva’ would contain the subject as well as the 
predicate ; which would be highly improper, unless the sacrifice is repeated 
twice. 

ii u n 

ParArthatvai, because being of only secondary importance. 
Gunanflm, of accessories. 

16. Specially because accessories are only of second¬ 
ary importance.—16. 
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The opponent might urge that if it is only necessary to repeat 
the sacrifice in order to establish the property of the construction proposed 

in the Pfirvapaksa —this repetition might be done. To this the answer la 

that in all injunctions the sacrifice forms the most important factor; and the 
accessories, being only subordinate to the aaorifice, are of secondary 
importance. Oonsequentl}' it would not be right to repeat the sacrifice 
for the sake of finding room for the deity (which ia after all only an 
accessory) denoted by the word ‘ Vaislvadeva.’ 

For these reasons, the only reasonable view is that ‘ Vaiifvadeva ’ is 
the name of the eight sacrifices. 


Adhikaram XI—The mention of the number ‘ eight ’ 
in conneetion with the Vaisvdnara sacrifice 
ia only an arthavdda. 

sC'TRA 1. 4. 17-22. 

ii ^ i s i u 

(var. lec. ^ 

Farvavantab, words expressive of things already known. aTR^^T^rmf: 
Avidban^rthali, cannot serve the purposes of injunction. lalsAmar- 

thyam, capability of serving as injunction, Sani^ninaye, in the text in 

question. 

17. “ It is only words expressive of things already 

known that cannot he taken as injunctions; the text in 
question is fully capable of being taken as such.” — 17. 

^ COMMENTARY. 

The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of sacrifices or injunctions of accessories having been finished, we 
now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as injunc¬ 
tions of accessories. 

The sentence “ Vaislvanaram dvadarfakapAlara nirvapet putie jate’— 
lays down the the cake baked on twelve pans as to be offered at the Vairfvauara 
sacrifice ; this sentence is followed by a number of sentences making 
mention of cakes baked upon eight and nine pans; now the question 
arises— is the word mentioning the ‘cakes baked upon eiglit pans, ’ Ac., to 
he taken as laying down a distinct material for the Vaiffvanara sacrifice? 
Or, is it to be taken only as arthavAda, enlogisiag the cakes ? 

The Purvapak^ja view embodied in the shtra is as follows “As a 
general rule, when a word signifies something that is already known, 
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has to be taken as either a name or an arthavada ; in the sentence in 
question, we find that the expression ‘ cake baked on eight pans' signifies a 
substance not known before,—the preceding sentence having spoken of 
the ‘cake baked on twelve pans;’ consequently there is nothing to 
prevent us fix>rn taking it as laying down a second material; so that there 
are two optional materials, for the Vaii^vulnara sacrifice—-the cake baked 
on twelve pans, and the cake baked on eight pans.” 

The VSrtika notices a different reading of the siltra— 
etc.; in which case the sense of tlie Purvapak^a as embodied in 
the siltra would be as follows:—‘‘Tliose words whose meanings are 
already known can be utilised only by being taken as injunctions ; while 
those whose meanings are not known should be taken as names, as shown 
under sutra 1. 4. 2; Iience the mention of the number ‘ eight ^ must be 
taken as laying down a fresh accessory.” 

This statement of the Pflrvapak^a, as the Vurtika remarks, is not 
correct; becase tlie mere fact of the signification ol a word being unknown 
cannot make it a name ; on the other Iiatid, just as the fact of a word 
being altogether new, having its ordinary signification unknown proves 
that it cannot be taken as laying down tlie accessory of a sacrifice,— 
exactly in the same manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be taken 
as the name of a Vedic sacrifice ; hence such a \Yord cannot be taken as 
a name; because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the 
ordinary signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken as 
a name, on the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain 
sacrifice. 


n 11 

Gunasya, of accessories, g I’u, but. Vidhanarthc, if 

it were an object of the injunction. ?r^ajr Atadgunab, not being acces¬ 
sories of the sacrifice, Prayoge, in actual performance. (=3: Syuji, 

they would be. Anarthakab, useless, st Na, not. rt Hi, because. 

tTRT lam, to it. Prati, with regard to. Artliavatta, usefulness. 

Asti, is. 

18. If the word laid down accessories, these acces¬ 
sories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would be useless in its 
actual performance; because they do not serve any useful 
purpose with regard to it.—18. 









“ The injunction mentions the “ l)aking on twelve pans ; ’ while the 
sentence in question praises the baking on eight pans ; how tlien could the 
latter praise apply to the former ? 
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^SsfvnfiTT^ Avibh^g^t, oil accou'it of non-exclusion. Vidhancirtlie, from 

what is enjoined. Stutyarthena, serving the purpose of praising, 

Upapadyeran, it would be possible. 

20. Inasmuch as [the smaller number] is not excluded 
from the greater, it is quite possible for the sentences in 
question to be taken as serving the purpose of praising 
[the latter ]—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

As the numbers ‘ eight ’ and ‘ nine ’ are included in ‘ twelve,’ 
any praise of the former will certainly apply to the latter; as it would 
only be a case of the praise of the part being applied to the whole ; when 
the use of eight pans brings" Brahmic glory,’ and that of nine pans gives 
vigour, the use of twelv'e pans must bring about still better results. 

u \R\{ 

cRPcrj Karanam, instigator, Syat, could be. Iti chet, if it be 

urged Aitarthakyat, on account of uselessness. Akaranam, 

not an instigator. Kartub, pertain to the agent, f? Hi, because. tfirmifH 

Karaijani, instigators, Guiianhah, for the purpose of praising. |% Hi, 

and: Vidhiyate, is mentioned. 

21. If it be urged that,—“[the desire for Brahmic 
glory, &c.] could bo taken as the instigators of the numbers in 
question.”—21. 

22. [Our reply is that] inasmuch asthe sentences would 
become useless (meaningless), the results cannot be regarded 
as instigators ; specially as all instigators must pertain to the 
agent; consequently [we conchrde that] the numbers in 
question are mentioned for the purpose of praising.— 22 . 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent urges.—"The injunction of the numbers eight, &c., 
would not be incapable of belonging to a sacrifice ; because the meaning 
of the sentences mentioning the number ‘eight’ would be ‘one who 
desires brahmic glory should perform the sacrifice at which the offering 
consists of the cake baked on eight pans;’ that is to say, the sense of the 
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^iiole vyoiild be ‘ if one performs the Vaiiiva.nara sacrifice without having 
a view to any definite result, lie should offer the cake baked on twelve 
pans; but if he desires Bnihniio glory, lie sliould offer the cake baked on 
eight pans.' In this way the injunction of ‘ eight ’ would not be absolutely 
useless as regards tlie actual performance of sacrifices. 

“This is.what is meant by the results (Brahiuio glory, &c.) being the 
‘instigators’ of the numbers; which means tliat it is the different results 
that lead to the acceptance of the different numbers.’’ 

Tliis is the interpretation according to the and the V4rtika. 

Later commentators explain the sutra to mean that ‘ the numbers are 
the cause of tlie results/t.e., the use of eight pans is the cause of—bnngs 
about—Brahmic glory ; ’ and so forth. This interpretation of the 

word ‘ k^rana/ however, is not compatible with its use in the next siltra. 

The answer to the above objection is given in sutra 1. 4. 22. The 
sense of the reply is that, if the mention of the several numbers were taken 
as laying down the acceptance of these numbers in the event of the per¬ 
former desiring certain results,—then this would give rise to a syntactical 
split; as is evident from the construction of the sentences in question as 
proposed under the preceding siltra ; which would further lead to the very 
undesirable severance of all connection of the Injunction of the Vaiiivtoara 
sacrifice with the mention of certain results, following after the mention 
of the numbers under discussion :—the whole section running thus 
Wt the Vai^vSnara sacrifice one sliould use the cake baked on twelve 
pans;—the use of eight pans leads to Briihmic glory; the use of nine 
pans accomplishes vigoroiisness ;—lie on whose birth the Vaitivanara is 
performed, becomes vigorous, a large eater of food, with vigorous organs 
and powerful cattle.’ 

By reason of these syntactical splits, the proposed meaning of the 
sentences is not permissible; under the circumstances, it the sentences in 
question be not taken as Artluivada, praising the Vai^vaiiara sacrifice, 
they become meaningless and useless. With a view to avoid this 
uselessness, we must take the sentences as Artliavada. 

Then again, how can the result in the case in question he the 'insti¬ 
gators’ of the acceptance of the numbers? It is the agent or' perforrner 
to whom all instigators should pertain ; that is to say, it is when the result 
belongs to the performer that it can serve as the ‘instigator’; in the 
case in question, the results are mentioned as accruing to the new-born child 
while the sacrifice is performed by the father. Consequently, the results 
cannot serve as ‘instigators/ as held by the apphnent^.. 
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Adhikarana XII.—The mention of the grass-hedding 
08 ^ master of the sacrifice' is only a, praise. [Figurative 
Description hosed upon Accomplishment of Purpose!\ 

sOtra 1. 4. 23. 


in I ^ I n 

23. The accomplishment of purpose.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

Sfitras 23-28 deal witli cases of figurative descriptions; herein are 
pointed out those facts upon which figurative representations are based. 
Shtra 23 mentions the accomplishment of purpose as the fu-st of these bases ; 
an example of this wo have in the sentence ‘ Yajainanah prastarah,’ where 
the prastara, grass-bedding, is described as ‘ tlie master of tlie sacrifice’; 
because of the fact that the bedding accomplishes the Master’s purposes 
of comfort, &c., in the same manner as he accomplishes his own purpose ; 
hence the sentence muft be taken as a figurative descrijHion in praise 
of the useful character of the bedding. 

Adhikarana XI]I.—The Brdhmana is praised as ‘ Agni' 
[Figurative description based upon sameness of origin.] 

SOtRA 1. 4, 24. 

U ^ I ^ I II 


24. Birth or Origin.—24. 

COMMENTARY. 


The similarity of origin is the second basis for figurative description; 
e.g., when in the sentence ‘ Agnih brtihinanah’ the Brahmana is figuratively 
described as ‘ Agni,’ it is because both ‘ Agni ’ and the BrAhtnana are de¬ 
clared in the Veda to have been born out of Prajapati’s mouth; this des¬ 
cription implying the praise of the Brahmana. 


Adhikarana XI Y.~The sacrificial post is praised as the 
Master of the sacrifice and as the sim [Figurative Description 
hosed upon similarity of form]. 

sOtRA. 1. 4. 26. 

II t I ^ I H 

25. Similarity of shape.—25. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Similarity of shape is the third basis of figtxrative description ; e.g., 
when the sacrificial post is praised as the ‘Master of the Sacrifice’ because 
it is as upright in fonii as the master is ; similarly it is praised as the sun, 
because it is as bright in colour as the sun. 

Adhikarana XV,-^Indirect Description based upon praise, 

sOTHA 1. 4. 26. 

SRTHT I I li 

26. Praise,—26, 

COMMaNTARY. 

Mere •praise fornis the fotirth basis of figurative description ; c.g., in 
the sentence ‘ apasfcavo go-a!lvebli}^ah,’ ‘ animals other than the cow and 
the liorse ai-e no animals’—the word ‘no animals’ is only an indirect 
pnalse of the cow and the horse ; this figurative description of the other 
animals as “ no animals ” being based solely upon the praise of those two 
animals. 

Adhiharana XVI.—Figurative description based upon 
greatness of number. 

sOTRA 1. 4. 27. 

m I ^ MVS n 

27 . Great large numbers.—27. 

COJIMKNTARY. 

Greatness of number forms the fifth basis of figurative description ; 
e.5?., when a number of mantras are called ‘ srisjti’ in the sentence ‘sri^Jl 
rapadadliHti ’ it is because of the recurring of the word ‘syi^ti ’ in a great 
number of mantras; by which even those that do not contain the word are 
called ‘ sris^i.' 

Adhikarana XVl I .—-Figurative description based upon 
the presence of an indicative sign. 

SOTRA 1. 4. 28. 

^ I « I H 

28. Because of the presence of an indicative sign. 

—2a 

L_ ___.... 
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COMMENTARY. 

The prasence of an indicative sign forms the sixth basis for figura¬ 
tive description ; e.j/., when a number of mantras are called PrAnabln’it, 
simply because tlie word ‘prAna’ occurs in the opening mantra of the set; 
which is taken as the indicative sign of the entire set of mantras. 

Adhikarana XV]]J,—Doubts relating to the true meann- 
ing of sentence may he set aside by subsequent passages. 

sOtRA. 1. 4. 20. 

u ^ i i n 

Sancligdhesu, in all doubtful cases, Vakyaiiesat, by means 

of subsequent passages. 

I ^ 29. In doubtful cases, doubts are set at rest by the 

aid of supplementary passages.—29. 

’ COMMENTARY. 

ArthavAdas, declarations of praise, liAve been shown to refer to the 
object of Tnjnnctions ; it may be that in regard to an injunction, or to an 
arthiivacla, it is doubtful wliicb artbavada refers to winch injunction ; and 
there may be doubts with regard to the injunction itself; as vvlieii we meet 
udth the injunction—Svet pebbles are to be put in,’ tliore arises the doubt 
is to the particular liquid with which the pebbles are to be wetted; this 
doubt is set aside by the supplementary passage-*~‘tejo vai ghj’itani’— 
which praisevS butter; as this indicates the butter as the liquid with 
which the pebbles are to be wetted. This is due to nuituai need : the in¬ 
junction needs the indication of a particular liquid, and tlia praise of the 
butter needs an injunction with which it may be construed ; and this 
mutual need loads us to take the two together, and thereby come to the 
conclusion that the pebbles wetted with butter ai*e to be put in. 

Adhiharcma XJX,—The indefinite is defiried hy the 

peculiar potency of things. 

sOtRA l. 4. 80. 

? I « I II 

ArtliAt, by the potency of things. ^ VA, also, 
KalpanaikadesatvAt, because such an assumption would lorm part of the Veda. 

30. Doubtful cases are also settled by the potency 
of things ; because assumption based thereupon would form 
part of the Veda. — 30. s - 














MIN/Sr/f 
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COMMENTARY. 

One set of doubtful caseiS may be settled bj^ suj)plemej)tary declara¬ 
tions ; there ace some doubtful cases, however, in which no such declarations 
are available; in such cases what helps us to solve the doubt is tho 
inherent capacity of things; for instance, the word ‘ anjali ’ is found to 
signify the joining of the two palms flatly in cases where it is laid down 
as the form of salutation to superiors ; but in the case of drinking water 
by the 'aiijuli,' the same word is found to signify the cup-like shape formed 
b}’ the joining of the two hands ; consequently when we come across the in¬ 
junction in connection with the t^aktu-Eoma, that the offering is to be made 
with the ahjali, there arises a doubt as to what the word ‘ahjali’ means 
in this case. This doubt is set at rest when we come to consider the fact 
that the flat palm-to-palm ‘ afijali ’ cannot contain anything to be offered, 
while the cup-shaped ‘afijali/ is what will contain the flour to be offered ; 
this inherent capacity of things leads us to conclude that the offering is to 
be made with the cup formed by the joining of tlie two hands. 

That the offering is to be offerred with the hands joined in this form 
IS to he regarded as possessed of the same degree of authority as tlie original 
Vedic injunction. Because, inasmuch as the injunction is vague and 
hence incomplete without this assumption, the assumption must be 
regarded as an integral factor of the injunction. 


Here ends Chapter I, whei'ein tlie Means of Knowing Dharma have 
been fully explained. In the Chapter II, begins the consideration of the 
character of, and other details connected with, those actions that constitute 
Dharma. 
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SECOND ADHYAYA. 

First Pada. 

DIFFERENTIATION OF ACTIONS AND TEXTS PRESCRIBING THEM. 

I ntroduotory— 

In section I, Jaiuiini has described the means of knowing Diiarma. 
Tlie first sub-section has shown that the Vedic Injunction is such a moans 
par exeellence, and the other sub-sections have shown that the character 
of being such means belongs also to Arthavaclas, Names, Mantras, vSinj-ltis, 
Usage, Supplementary Explanations and Indirect Implications. Th us the 
first section has supplied the full answer to the question—“'what are the 
means of obtaining tlie true knowledge of Dharma? ’ In answering this 
question in detail, it has also been shown tliat the true character of 
Dliarma belongs to such actions as (for ijistance) the Agnihotra and the 
Jyotistonia (.directly enjoined in the Veda), the Astakii (laid down in tlie 
Sniiitis), the Ilolaka (as established by custom), and so forth. But in 
the preceding section, these actions have been mentioned only by way of 
exemplifying the general principles therein discussed ; and tlie detailed 
question of the individual character of these actions was left over for. the 
second section. Thus the second section supplies the detailed answer to 
the second question propounded by the Bhiisya—‘ what is Dharma ? 
that is to say, ‘ what are the particular acts that are to be regarded as 
Dharma? ’—or as Prabh/lkara, with his usual desire for turning the entire 
body of the Shtras upon the Veda itself, states the subject of the adiiyaya : 
—‘ vvliat are the several texts that lay down the various acts that constitute 
Dharma ? ’—Hence accordijjg to PrahiiAkara the subject-matter of Adhyaya 
II consists of difference among the texts prescribing tlie actions, and not 
among the actions directly, these latter being regarded as different 
according to the difference of the texts prescribing them. This view of 
the subject-matter of Adhyaya 11 has been argued in the fsAstradipikA 
in the beginning of Adhyaya III. 

In order to find otit each individual act laid down as Dharma, it 
becomes necessary to have some basis for proceeding with the enquiry 
as to differentiating one action from the other—among a number of 
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laid down in the Veda, &c. ; and it is this basis that is discussed 
in the present section, where it is shown that one action is to be known; 
as different from another when the two are found to be mentioned by ^ 
different words, and so on (see helow). Then again, inasmuch as one ' 
action cannot be regarded as entirely different from another, unless the 
transcendental results—apurvas—proceeding from them bo also different, 
we have here an explanation of the dilference among the Apurvas also. 
Lastly, so far it would seem that for each act there is a distinct Apffrya ; 
so in order to s)t aside this view, we have tlie further distinction of 
actions into ‘primary’ and ‘subsidiary,^ in connection with wliich it is 
sliown that it is only the ‘primary’ action that leads to an independent 
Apiirva, wliile those actions that are ‘subsidiary’ tend merely to com¬ 
plete that ‘ primary ’ action to which they are subsidiary, and as such 
have no distinct Apurvas of their own. But this distinction between the 
‘ primary ’ and the ‘ subsidiary ’ action is merely mentioned here,—its 
detailed consideration being left over to sections '3) and (4), 

Kumarila’s view of the connection of the adhytlya is thus set 
forth in the Tantravartika :—What is explained in the present Adhyaya 
is that one action is known to be different from another on account of 
the two being mentioned by different words ; and it is in the wake of 
this difference that we liave an explanation of the difference among the 
Aphrvas (resulting from the actions); and lastly, it is for the purpose 
of ascertaining which is the action that brings about the Apurva, that 
we have the consideration of the fact of actions having thecharacter 
of the Primary or the Subsidiary. That is to say, (1) the difference 
among actions is the natural and direct subject-matter of the Adhyaya; 
ujid the mention of the non-difference among certain actions is only a 
denial of the aforesaid difference; (2) —and with a view to establish 
the difference and non-differeiice of actions, we have an explanation of 
the difference and non-difference of their Apffvvas ;—(3) thus then, so 
far, it would seem that for each distinct action there is a distinct! 
Apfirva; and here comes in the use of the consideration—as con¬ 
tained in Adhikarana III-—of tlie Primary and Subsidiary character 
of actions, which serves to set aside the former mis-conception with 
regard to Apfirvas; (inasinucli as it sliows that it is only the Pri¬ 
mary action that has a distinct Apiirva of its own ;). For instance, 
even in the case of the sentences “ vrihin proksati ” and “vrihin 
avalianti,” though the words ‘ avahanti ’ and ‘ proksati ’ are different, 
yet, inasmuch these actions are found to have their sole end in the 
visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we conclude 
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t.liat they cannot bring about any Apvirva (transcendental result). As 
I'or the Apilrva that is held to follow from the restriction of the method 
of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result from an action 
and as such is of no consequence in the present context. Hence we mt 
that it is only when certain actions have a distinctly primary character 
with reference to the substance, etc., that they are cognised as leading 
to distinct Aphrvas, and as such being totally distinct actions. And it 

is for the due differentiation of such primary and subsidiary character, 

that the shtra (in Adhyfiyas HI and I V) will supply us with full explana¬ 
tions of such character; and it is an exception to these explanations tha 
are delineated in the two Adhikaranas contained in sfitras ll.i.J, and 

H i 1 

Thus then, the two cliaracters of verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘ Denotativeiiess ’; and in connec¬ 
tion with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras ; and 
then follow the definition, &c., of these ; and thus these definitions etc., 
treated of to the very end of the P4da, are indirectly connected wUh the 

main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference among Actions, as 
based upon the 0 / words, and repetUwn (of injuncUons the 

sfftra will point out, under the Adhikarana on laurnamasya (Il.n.S et 
an exception to the fact of ‘Repetitions being a ground of 
ddference ■ because in the particular case in question tlie Irequent 
iStitions are taken only as explanatory to the who e context. I hen 
as^n exception to this exception, we have the Adhikaranas m sutias 
Ti •* a to 20 Then the sfitra proceeds to point out the difference among 
t-’ « as based upon differences of ^amber, Eame and Properties; 
''nrthe treatment of the difference of properties goes on till the com- 
Mment of the treatment of the differences of canted; and this 
till the beginning of the Adhikarana treating of the differences 
ITihTBranches or Resceiisions of tho Vedas. And herein is also contain¬ 
ed a denial of any other ground of difference among actions, save the six, 

treated ofjbove. g,,t, 3 ect-matter of tho Adhyaya on Differences 

• mlceii UP in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the difference 
■'Vrottens being based upon the difference of name, repetition, difference 
°F ties and difference of context. And it is necessary to explain 

i'’^TTiu detail- because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 

this tact knowledge of tho relationship of subserviency 

beri7actions ; and as for other facts, the present is no opportunity for 
any mention of these. 














umsTfiy 
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Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyaya be shown. Because 

(1) tlie relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, etc., 
is dependent upon a due ascertainment of differences among actions; 

(2) it is only when the action has been duly cognised that there 
can be any question as to a person being entitled to its perform¬ 
ance; and (3) it is only when the Injunctions have been duly com¬ 
prehended that there can be a transference of the properties of one 
action to another. 

That is to say, until tlie means of knowledge has been duly defined 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda ; and as such 
no discussion as to the marks of difference among actions (treated of in 
Adhyaya II) can be introduced ; and inasmuch as it is only in the case of 
actions that have been found to be different, that tliere can be any idea 
either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary ' xVdhyaya HI), 
or of their usefulness or otlierwise (Adhyaya IV) or of the order of their 
performance (Adliy^ya V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had throughly considered the marks of difference among actions; 
so too, it is only when the character of the action lias been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a 
certain person is entitled to its performance or not (Adliyaya VI); and th us 
we find that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing 
Adhyfiyas. In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII-XII, treating as they do 
of the transference of properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunc¬ 
tions ; and as such the whole of this latter lialf of the stitras is found to 
be dependent upon the whole of the former half. 

Thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pramilna next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of wliich is therefore 
begun ill Adhyaya II. 


Adhikarana L —Bhcivarthadkilm 

[Dealing with Aparva.] 
sOtras 1-4. 

The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana has been stated 
thus :—Which is the word in an injunction to which the Apilrva is related ; 
and which would on that account indicate the difference or non-difference 
among the Apflrvas leading up to the results, and thence also among the 
actions themselves? 

The first step to the answer of this question is that the Apffrva is 
related to only one word in the injunctive sentence ; and the second that 
it is related either to the noun or to the verb. This then leads to the 
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inal question—to wliicli of these two, the noun or the verb, is the Apflrva 
related ? The answer to this question is contained in the present Adhi- 
karana. 

The Ptlrvapaksa to the Aclhikarapa is not contained in the sfitras. 
It has been thus stated by Kumarila :— 

“All the wordft signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
vvelUcnown entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
[nstrumeatality, &c.; and hence it is through this that they come 
to be related to the result. As a rule the result, being a thing yet to 
be accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument, which is an 
already accomplished entity, and not in that of another result. Tluis tlien, 
tlie substances signified by Nouns, being well-established entities, are 
capable of supplying this need of the result; which need cannot be supplied 
by the verb, which itself is somethirig yet to be accomplished. For these 
reasons, the result must be admitted to follow from tJie substance, Ac., 
signified by Nouns, and not from verbs.’^ 

SIDI)HAN2\4. 


u ^ I ? M n 

>Trfl’?Tf: BhavArthab, indicative of Bhavanas. Karma^abd^h, 

verbs. Tebhyah, from tliese. Kriya, apOrva. Pratiyeta, is 

known, qq Esa, this, Hi, because. Arthah, object; fact. Vidhi- 

yate. is laid down. 

1. All verbs are indicative of BhAvanas; and the know¬ 
ledge of the Apilrva proceeds from these ; because this is 
what is laid down.—^1. 

That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhftvanti biing about the 
cognition of the accomplishment of the ApQrva ; because the particular 
fact that one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice is laid 
down by these. 

That the result cannot be related to the noun follows from the veiy 
nature of nouns (see Sec. ; Nouns are the names of things already ac¬ 
complished, and not standing in need of any thing else,—being self-suffi¬ 
cient in their denotation. That word, on the other hand, to which the 
main result is related, must, as a matter of fact, be soinetliiiig that has 


yet to be accomplished, and as such stands- in need of such agencies as 
w.ould help in its accomplishment. It is only verbs that are found to he 
expressive of things that do not already exist at the time, but have got to 
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with the help of certain agencies. And inaBruuch 
anething that is yet to be accomplished, it is to the verb ! 
that it must be closely related. 

As to how the Aphrva is related to the verb, this may be thus ex¬ 
plained :—Every verb in an injunctive sentence is found to be made up of a 
verbal root and the injunctive affix. Tliis affix denotes what has been 
called ‘ vidhi ’ or, more technically, ‘ bhavana,’ by which is meant the ac¬ 
tivity of the agent towards a certain course of action. That is to say, tne 
injunctive affix in the word ‘ yajeta ’ signifies that “ the agent must put 
fortli his effort towards a definite end.” This is wliat has beerr called the 
‘Artlubhavami while the factor of prompting that accompanies the in¬ 
junctive is called the “ I§jlbdi-bhavan4.” But in the present connection 
it is the ‘ Arthi-bh.4vana ’ that concerns us. 

As soon as we have realised the above import of the ‘ bhavana,’ we 
are confronted by the following three questions—(1) what is it that is to 
be accomplished by the effort of the agent ? (2) by what is it to be ac¬ 
complished ? and (3) how is to be accomplished ? As for the first ques¬ 
tion, it naturally follows that it is the desirable result mentioned in the 
sentence that has to be accomplished ; as regards the second, the answer is 
supplied by the particular action expressed by tlie verbal root in connec¬ 
tion with which the injunctive affix appears,—in the case of the word 
‘yajeta,’ the action of yftga, sacrifice, denoted by the root ‘yaji’; and lastly, 
as regards the third question, the answer is supplied by the details of 
procedure laid down in tlie Veda in connection with the action. Thus it is 
to the verb alone that the result can be related, both grammatically and 
materially ; and hence it is the injunctive verb alone that can show 
whether or not any tvvo Apxlrvas are different; and this rvould help to 
determine if any two actions expressed by the two verbs are one and the 
same or different. 

A question is hei'e raised as to liow is it that in the case of the 
injunctive verb ‘ yajeta,’ the root is set aside and the ‘ bhavanii ’ is said to 
be signified by the affix alone, the meaning of the injunctive affix being 
laid down as ‘bhavayet’? The affix in bhavayeta is the same as that in 
‘yajeta,’; what then is the use of adding the root ‘Bhilvi’ in explaining 
the meaning of the root of ‘ yajeta.’ 

To this questioir Kumarila offers the following answer 

‘‘ In all cases, it is a general rule that when the verbal conjugational 
affix denotes the action of an agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, 
then the sense of ‘ karoti ’ (accomplishes; is recognised as co-extensive with 
the meaning of the verb. There are certain roots, added to which, a 




Apurva also is 
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conjugational affix signifies only that action of the agent which ends in liis 
acquiring his own existence,— e.g., ‘ is,’ ‘ exists,’ and the like. In the case 
of other roots, when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the 
action signified is that which hrings about the existence of something else, 
—e.q., ‘ sacrifices,’ ‘ gives,’ ‘ cooks,’ and the like. And the Avonl ‘ vyapfira ’ 
(‘ action ’) signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar 
potencies, moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an 
existence in the past and in tlie future,—as moved from its former position 
and not reached the next. And in the case of some verbs it is the agent 
himself tliat is cognised as being in this position ; while in that of others, 
where the agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence 
in a case where the agent himself liappens to be in the said unsettled posi¬ 
tion, he stands in need of something else, for the fulfiment of his own exist¬ 
ence ; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘ karoti ; ’ when, however, the 
agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment of 
somotlting else, then he is spoken of as ‘ karoti ’ (does). Thus it is that 
when one asks ‘kirn karoti’ (what does he do?) the reply given is 
‘ palhati ’ reads ’), which latter combines within itself the generic (‘^karoti ’) 
as well as the specific action (‘ pathati ’)[since the word ‘pathati ’ = ‘pA,tliain 
karoti ’ ]; whereas in reply to tlie same question there can be no such 
reply as—‘ bhavati ’ (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational affixes that signify the 
actions of agents that are well-established entities, have the sense of 
‘ karoti ’ iaccom'pUshes). And as such there must be something to he ae- 
eomplished ; because unless there is something to he accomplished the word 
‘ karoti ’ is never used, and it is the nominative of the verb ‘ to be ’ (bha¬ 
vati) that becomes the objective of ‘karoti.’ That is to say, the verb 
* karoti ’ being transitive, unless there is something to he accomplished, 
the sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that 
all nouns, in whichever case, are iiominativ’es of certain intervening minor 
actions ; and then it is that witli reference to the principal action, they 
come to’be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the case 
of each individual jirincipal action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. ^ And accord¬ 
ing to this rule we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the 
action ‘ to be ’ is the objective of the action ‘ karoti.’ 

n n 

Sarvesam, of all (words.) »rT?t: Bhavali, instrumentality of the 
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ApOrva as related to the Bhavaca. WT- Arthali, meaning, Iti chet, 

if it be urged. 

2. If it be urged that the instrumentality of Apurva 
forms the meaning of all words.—2. 

COMMENTARV. 

Against the first sfitra the following objection is raised :—“ As a matter 
of fact we find that it is not only the verb that signifies the instrumen¬ 
tality of the Apfirva, but the noun also ; so tliere is nothing to justify the 
view that tlie Apurva is expressed only by the aliix attached to the verb.” 

•• \ ‘I 

?)5rr Ye.sam, whose. Utpattau, on luterance. Sve, its. Prayoge, 

as applied to the object denoted by them, wqsn^: Rupopalabdl'.ib, there is 
direct cognition of the form of the object denoted. cilR Tani, iho.se. 
Namani, are names. srRTfl 1 asmat, therefore. Tebhyal.t, for their sake. 

Parakahksa, need of another. BhQtatvat, because they are 

accomplished entities. srqpt Sve Prayoge, so far as their use and denota¬ 
tion are concerned. 


3. [The answer is that] Such words on the utterance 
whereof for the denotation of objects, the forms of the 
objects denoted are directly cognised, are nouns; and as 
such they do not stand in need of anything else, specially 
as the objects denoted are accomplished entities at the 
tiiAe that the words are used.—3. 


COMMENTAR?. 

fn answer to the above objection it is explained that nouns denote 
thiiigs ; and as things are well-accomplished entities, they do not stand 
in absolute need of anything for the sake of whose connection the signifi¬ 
cation of such a transcendental thing as the ‘ Apflrva would have to be 
assumed ; for instance, when the noun ’ Soniena is found used in the sen¬ 
tence ‘ somena yajeta’ it signifies the particular substance ‘soma’ and 
tliere the matter ends; and for comprehending the full signification of 
this noun we do not want anything else ; hence the noun could have no 
necessary connection either with the BhAvana or, through it, with the 
Apiirva. The case of the verb which signifies something yet to be 
accomplished is entirely different. This is made clear in the next sfitra. 
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rrWT%v^; sr?fi^rTTp;RT?WTrl SI^nT^’T H ^ II 

Yesam, whose, g Tu, on the other hand, Utpattau, on ut¬ 

terance. ’s^i} Sve Arthe, with regard to their objects. JT%n: Prayogati, 
use. 5T Na Vidyate, is not found. ?nf^ Tdni, those. ^smSJimrT^ AkhyatAni, 

are verbs, I'asm^t, therefore. I'ebhyah, by means of these. 

Fh atiyeta (the Apfli va) would he cognised, Asritatvat, on account 

of being dependent. ST^nfar Prayogasya, of their use, 

i. Siich, words, on the other hand, on whose utterance 
the objects denoted by them are not found to be present at 
the time, are verbs ; therefore, it is by means of these that 
f the Apurva should be cognised ; specially as what is signi¬ 
fied by such words is dependent (upon other factors).—4. 

COMMENTARY. 


In the sentence “someiia yajeta ” the verb ‘y^^jeta’ denotes something 
which is yet to be accomplished. Hence it requires the mention of such 
factors as the means of accomplishing il, the i)urpose served by its accom¬ 
plishment and the process by wliicli the accomplishment is hronght about, 
and so forth. Thus as the Apdrva ‘ is ’ one of these factors, it is naturally 
more closely connected with the verb than with the noun. 


Adhikavana 11 .— {There is mch a thing as Apurva.) 

sOtra n. i-6. 

II ^ n 

Chodan^, Apftrva. 5 ?fj Punah, and. =5rrw: Arambhah, injunction. 

5. And AjHirva exists because of the Injunctions (of 
actions.)—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

The above discxission as to the means of the comprehension of Apfirva 
has presupposed the existence of the Apilrva itself. But inasmuch as 
its existence is not generally admitted the present sutra is introduced with 
a view to establish the existence of Apiirvas. 

The Purvapaksa supplied from out,side is as follows Any such 
thing as Apurva cannot be perceived by the senses, because it has 
neither colour, nor taste, nor touch, nor smell, nor soiuul; nor is it 
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liable by means of inference/because if; has never been 
to be actually concomitant with any other thing wliose presence might 
lead to the infeience of an Aplirva on the basis of that concomitant; iior 
is it amenable to verbal cognition; as we find no mention of it in the 
Vedas ; nor is it amenable to analogical cognition ; as having never been 
perceived, nothing could be known as similar to it, which makes all analogy 
impossible; lastl}", it cannot be known through presumption ; as there is 
nothing that cannot be explained without the assumption of the Apfliwa. 
Thus the only praniana to which the Apurva is amenable is negation ; 
which means that no such thing exists.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddh&nta, as formulated 
in the above siitra. Inasmuch as sacrifices have been laid down for 
the purpose of certain definite results, to follow after tlie lapse of a long 
time—such deferred fruition of the action would not he possible, unless 
tl)ere was an intervening agency of the Apurva. That is to say, the 
apparent inconsistency oF the relationship oE sacrifices and such resufts 
as the attainhfehf of Heaven, etc., laid down in the Veda,—points to the 
fact that the existence of the Apfirva also is laid down in the Veda itself; 
anr! as such it is quite authoritative. 

TIjc Purvax)akfea argument against the assumption of Aptlrva is 
thus stated by Prabh^kara:—‘‘The injunction imparted by the injunctive 
word only urges the agent to the performance of a certain aciiov, and not 
towards anything desired ])y him ; the action is something ephemeral, and 
is not preseni immediately befoi*e the attainment of lieavon by the agent; 
hence in order to meet these difFicullies we must accept the sacrifice itself 
to he either everlasting, or bringing about a certain faculty in tlie agent, 
or the favours of the deity ; and there is no reason for assuming any siioli 
thing as the Apurva.’^ 

In answer to the above, lie continues— 


‘ At the very outset you comnait a mistake in assuming that the 
injunction prompts tlie agent to action ; what tlie injunction really does 
is to prompt him to exertion ; and the particular action denoted by the 
root is only the object of that exertion. [Thus then, what is denoted by 
the injunctive sentence is the ‘Niyoga’ (decree or mandate,); this ‘man¬ 
date ’ urges the man to exertion ; and this ‘ exertion * pertains to some sort 
of action (denoted by the verb)]. Tlie assumption that the action itself is 
everlasting is against all evidence ; the self also is, by its very omnipre¬ 
sence, inactive ; hence what brings about the final result cannot abide 
in the self/ 
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above passage from the Bj’ihati is oot quite clear ; nor has it 
been possible for us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of the com¬ 
mon (ary, liijuvimala. But the wliole subject is discussed, from the 
Prabhnkara standpoint, in the Prakaranapailchika (page 18.5 et seq,) from 
which the following may be gleaned :— 

There can bo no doubt as to the ephemeral character of the sacri¬ 
fice itself ; it is borne out by everyday experience. Nor can tlie 
sacrifice lie lield to he laid down for the purpose of obtaining the favour 
of the deity ; as there is no evidence in support of this ; as a matter of 
fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that purpose ; the deity is 
only one to wliom the offering is made ; and we could please a deity by 
only such acts as could reach it ; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different men at all times ; speci- 
al] 3 ^ because no deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the 
view that the verb with the injunctive affix expresses au action tending to 
produce in the agent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of 
the final result. This is the view favoured by Kum^rila. We cannot accept 
this view j as there is no proof for the postulating of the appeal ance of any' 
such faculty in the agent. That the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not 
proved either by Perception or by Inference, or even by Verbal Authority, 
—there being no Vedic texts pointing to any such faculty ; specially as 
we find liiat the action is brought about by the exertion of the agent ; and 
therefore the casual potency must reside in this exertion^ which exertion 
therefore should be denoted by the injunctive sentence, The assumption 
of the faculty in question might be said to be proved by presumption, 
Abased upon the consideration that the action cannot be the cause of the 
■final result, without some such faculty lasting during the time intervening 
between the completion of the action and the appeal ance of the lesult. 
But what presumption can justify us in assuming is some faculty or potency 
in that thing itself tohich is found to he incapahU in the absence of that 
faculty ; so in the case in question, the presumption can only point to 
some faculty in tlie action, and not in the agent ; what appears in the agent 
cannot be regarded as belonging to the action ; hence what is brought 
about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot be regarded as produced 
by iho action. 

The whole matter of what the Blifitta calls * Aptlrva ’ and the 
Prabhakara ‘ Niyoga,’ is thus explained in the Prakaranapanchikfi 
(p. 187):- 

^1) The f’ccond aphorism of Adhyftya I has shown that what the 
injunctive sentence denotes is k4rya, something to he brought about. (2) In 
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logining of AdliyAya VI, it has been sbown'>luit, of this k5rya denote 
by the sentence, the niyojya— i.e,, the person prompted to its bringing 
abont—is one who is desirous of acquiring for himself some desirable 
result in the shape of Heaven and the like,—this being related to the 
kftrya. (3) In the Badaryadhikarana (HI. i. 3) it has been proved that it is 
the karya that is the direct cause of the production of that desirable 
result winch is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the 'prompted person. 
(41 In the Devat>\dhikarana (Sfl. IX. i. !•; the Bhftsya has shown that 

this karya cannot be the act (of sacri^cinj, for instance); as this act can¬ 
not possibly be the direct cause of the final result ; nor could it be held 
to lead to tlie result through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is 
offered; nor can it be regarded as leading to the result through a certain 
potency in the agent; and it is well known that either the act itself, or any 
potency abiding in itself, does not last long enough to bring about tlie 
result. (5) In the , Apfirv^dhikarana (ll.^^^h have th e final c onclu- 

sions led ugTo by all the a bove adhikaranas: That which is denoted: 
bylTie injuiiotive atllK and other factors of the injunction is the kurya 
inhering in the agent who is prompted by the sentence, and as connected 
with whom the kftrya is indicated ; as thjs,,lto..^^^^ 
a«il'pthei- means pf -knowledge, it has been calle-iJlaftiwa, 
■W,nork7iowrr before. The‘connection oriTiis karya with the agent 
mrd dira^iSn'^may be thus traced :-The karya by its very nature is 
something brought about by kriti, or operation ; and this operation is 
none other than the exertion of the agent. In tlie Bhavarth^dhikarana 
(IT. i. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, independently 
of some act ’denoted by the verbal root. Hence what the injunctive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating 
to that act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, comes to be 
spoken of as the instrument by which that prompting is accomplished as 
shown under 111. i. 3, Kven though the khrya is brought into existence 
at a time other than that of the appearance of the final lesult, yet, inas¬ 
much as it is inseparably related to tlie prompted agent,—in whom the 
desire for that result is present,—there is nothing incongruous in regard¬ 
ing that kiirya as the direct cause of the result. This kiirya has been 
called Apiirva by the Bh4§ya by reason of its being something new to 
all other means of knowledge, save the injunctive sentence, but the 
name given to it by Prabhiikara is Niyoga or prompting, by reason of the 
fact that it acta as an incentive to the prompted person (Niyojya) and 
makes him put forth an exertion towards the accomplishment of the 
action denoted by the verbal root. This k&rya or Niyoga is expressed 
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neitlier by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive affix', nor by any otbei 
word in the sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence as a whole ; all 
other necessary factors being expressed by the several words of the 
sentence individually, what the sentence as a whole expresses is this 
Niyoga as related to tl>e prompted person expressed by one of the 
words in the sentence, (i.e., the word signifying the result, the person 
desiring which is the prompted person). That the Niyoga is thus ex¬ 
pressed hy the sentence is also proved by the fact that the general 
rule is that, that which is the principal thing made known by the 
sentence forms its denotation; and there is no doubt that of all 


things made known by the sentence, the Niyoga is the most irnpoi'- 
tant; for even though the final restxlt has all the appearance of 
the most impiortant factor, yet it is the Niyoga that is really such, 
because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it is 
also the immediate effect of the action performed ; and further because 
the result also baa to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view 
of the fact that the result enters as one of the factors necessary for the 


making up of the full character of the Niyoga. To explain---The Niyoga 
cannot be a true Niyoga until there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompt¬ 
ed to exertion, as without exertion there can be no Niyoga; tnen again, 
without the agent there can be no exertion ; nor can an agent put forth the 
exertion-and be a Niyojya—until he is entitled to the undertaking 
resulting from that exertion ; and lastly, it is only the person desiring 
the result issuing from tlie undertaking that is entitled to its peiform- 
ance; thus indirectly, tlirough the agent, the result becomes a neces¬ 
sary factor in the Niyoga ; this relation between the Niyoga and tlie 
result being similar to that between tlie master and the servant; ivithout 
the servant the master cannot be a true ‘ master,’ and yet it is the master 
that is the more important person of the two. 

The Prakarapapanchika raises an interesting question here 

“ Granted that the injunctive sentence—‘ One desiring heaven 
should perform the Jyotislioma,’—expresses the Niyoga as proceeding 
from the action of Jyoti^toma sacrifice, and as being tlie direct cause of 
attaining lio'aven. But just as the sacrifice, being an effect, lias only an 
ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till the appearance of the result, 

_ao in the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, could not but be 

transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the result. 
Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been 
put forward, fails to be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground 
entirely from under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Apffrva.” The 
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^^./fails to answer tins objection satisfactorily. All that he says ^ 
that the Niyoga does not bring about the result immediately after it itself 
comes into existence, because in its action towards the bringing about 
ox the result, it stands in need of certain auxiliaries, whicli are not always 
available, and until whoso appearance tlie result cannot appear. This 
explanation does not meet the difficulty that the Niyoga itself cannot, 
and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. He has explained 
in another place that it is through the prompted agent that the Niyoga, 
though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the result. 
This, however, is as mucli as to say that the Niyoga produces something 
in the agent, whicli latter something brings about tlie result; and 
thus tills much-vaunted theory of the Prabhakara is found to be less 
acceptable than the Bhatta view, by which the action,—of sacrificing 
itself produces a certain faculty in the agent, which faculty brings about 
the result at the proper time; wliile Prabhakara appears to assume a 
Niyoga intervening between the action and the something lasting that is 
produced in the agent, he does not call it faculty, but whicli comes to he 
the same. In order to meet the difficulty iSalikanntha has been forced 
to call in the aid of ‘ Fate ; ’ he says tliat it is only when the Niyoga 
is aided by Fate that it brings about the result. This, after all, is a 
very poor explanation to be offered by the ‘ Mimamsanifjnata * as he has 
called tlie followers of Prabhakara. 

Another question arising in this connection is that, wliat has been 
said above may be all right so far as those actions are concerned which 
are laid down as to be performed with a view to a certain result; but 
how would it apply to those actions wliich are to be performed merely 
in fulfilment of a duty incumbent upon all persons, without reference 
to any result, or to those passages that lay down the non-doing of certain 
acts. ? Tlie answer to this is tliat, in tlie explanation of Niyoga, the 
Prabhrikara has brought in the result, not as something desired by the 
agent, but only as something the presence of whicli makes a person 
entitled to the performance of a certain act ; in the case of tliose actions 
then, tliat are laid down as necessary duties to be performed throughout 
life, any person tvho is endowed loith life being entitled to tlie performance 
of those acts, the character of tlie agent becomes fully accomplished ; and 
this is all tliat is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga. 

By Kumariia’s view the Apiirva is ‘ a capability in tlie principal action, 
or in the agent, which did not exist prior to tlie performance of the action, 
and whose existence is proved by the authority of the scriptures.’ Before 
the sacrifices laid down as leading to heaven are performed, there is in 
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i the sacrifices'tliemselves, in the first place, an incapability of leading 
^ to heaven, and in the second place, in the agent, that of attaining to 


I heaven. Botli these incapacities are set aside by the performance of (he 
‘ sacrifice ; and this perforinanco creates also a positive force or capacity, 
7jy virtue of which heaven is attained ; and to this latter force or capacity 
we give the name Apfirva. The proof for the existance of sucli an 
Apflrva lies in presumption,—based upon the fact that without some 
such force many Vedic passages are wliolly inexplicable. For instance, 
there are many passages declariiig that certain sacrilices lead the 
sacrificer to heaven,—the idea being that he goes to heaven, not indeed 
immediately on the completion of the sacrifice, but after death. The 
question then arises, that as a general rule the effect comes into existence 
while its cause is still present, or immediately after tlie cause has 
ceased to exist ; but in tlie case in question, the sacrifice ceases to 
exist at the present time, while the attainment of heaven comes ten or 
twelve or more years later. This can be explained only by the hypothesis 
that the sacrifice, on its completion, produces directly a certain potency 
or faculty in the agent, which resides in him like many other faculties 
throughout life, at the end of which it leads him to heaven. Without 
some such intervening potency—as the connecting link between the 
sacrifice and its ultimate result—the causal relation between these two 
cannot be explained. Apurva tluis is .nQthirig more than a force set 
in motion by the perforniance’of tlie action, —this force" being the (Urect 
Tnsbniment whereby, sooner or later, the action accomplishes its result. 
There is nothing incongruous in this hypothesis; as eveiy action is 
actually found to set going certain forces, either in some substance, 
or in persons connected with those substances ; and the force thus set 
going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches its full development 
with the aid of attendant auxilliaries. The whole process is thus briefly 
stated systematically in the NyayamalAvistara ; — 

“ (1) The sentence—' one desiring heaven should perforin sacrifices 
lavs down the fact that tlie sacrifice is instrumeatal in the bringing about 
of the attainment of heaven. (2) Then arises the question—liow can the 
sacrifice, which ceases to exist at the moment that it is complete, bring 
about the result at a much later time ’? (3) The answer to this is that 

the sacrifice accomplishes the final result through the agency of. tlie force 
called Apflrva. (4) A further question arises—how is the Apflrva brought 
into existence ? (5) The answer is—by the performance of the sacrifice.” 

In all simple sacrifices, there is a single Apflrva leading to a single 
result. But there are certain elaborate sacrifices wdiich are liigbly 
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complex, being made up of a number of subsidiary sacrifices ; sucb for 
instance, as the Darsfapaurnamasa sacrifices. In all such sacrifices, 
there are, as a rule, four kinds of Apurva :—(1.) Tlio I’lialapOrva-— 
that which I)rings about the i-esult directly, and which is the immediate 
cause of the result ; 12) the SamudA.yapurva—in the Darsla-paurna- 
mnsa sacrifices, the three sacrifices performed on the New Moon day 
form one group and the three performed on the Full Moon day another 
group ; each of these groups occurritig at different points of time could 
not have a single ApClrva ; hence each group has a distinct Apfirva of 
its own, the two ApCirvas conibining to produce the final PJialflpurva ; 
and each of these distinct Apilrvas is called a ‘SamncUlyilpfirva’ ; (3) the 
UipattyApurva— i.e., the three Apurvas following from each of tlie three 
sacrifices forming the Darifa group ; these three Apurvas lead to the 
SunmchiyAparva of tlie ‘ Paurnarnasa ’ group, leads to the final Phalapurva; 
(4) the A/)gnpQrva—each of these sacrifices of the gioup is made up 
of a number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a 
distinct Apurva of its own ; as otherwise the act couUl not help in the 
final Phalapurva. 


The purpose served by this Adhikarana has been thus explained in the 
Tantravartika “if the result were directly connected, not to a tran- ' 
scenclental apurva but, to tlie material offered into the fire and such other | 
visible accessories of the sacrifice, then there would be transcendental I 
results following from each of these factors. And thus in the case 
of any particular material being lost, or ullierwiso rendered useles-s, during 
the performance of a sacrifice, it would be absolutely impossible to 
fmisli the sacrifice with a substitute, in case, liowever, the result is 
related to tlie action, the use'of the material would be merely a visible 
one ; and as such its place could veiy well be taken by its substitute, 
which is equally capable of fulfilling that visible purpose,” ' 


Adhikarana IJT.—Divisiona of Action into Primary 
and Secondary. 

SfiTItA II-i-6. 

Tani, those aforesaid verbs. Dvaidham, are of two kinds. 

Gunapradl);^nabljQt^nj, being primary and secondary. 

6. ‘‘ Verbs (and actions denoted by them) are of two 

kinds—primary and secondary/'—6. 
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It would seem from the above that there is always an Aphrva in 
connection with each distinct verb ; consequently the author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary actions (which latter 
alone are followed by an Apdrva.) But on this point we have the follow¬ 
ing FArvapahsha .—“ All verbs having the common character of a verb, 
inasmuch as the potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be 
accomplished, is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the 
actions denoted by all verbs are all primary, iliat is to say, so long as a 
definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about an 
ApQrva. Consequently, like the verb ‘ yajati ’ (offers a sacrifice), tlie 
meaning of the verbs (‘ avahanti ’), and the like also have so many distinctly 
useful purposes served by the corn, &c. I’hat is to say, just as the sacri¬ 
ficing is accomplished by the material offered, so is the threshing accom¬ 
plished by the corn that is tlireshed. And as such tlie threshing must 
bring about an Apilrva.” 

'Po the above, we make tlie following reply ; — 

Siddhanta.—h the matter of the relationship subsisting between the 
noun and and the verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any 
distinct purpose can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; 
which cannot be in the case of any otlier action ; and sneh a supposition 
would be absolutely groundless. That is to say, in all cases where a 
certain action is related to a certain material, inasmuch as no action 
can be accomplished without a certain material, the material, being in 
the first instance found to bring about the action, is at once taken 
us serving the distinctly visible purpose of accomplishing tlie action. 
Subsequently, however, in certain cases the action turns upon itself 
and imparts an aid to the material itself (as in the case of thresliing 
which serves to purify the corn); while in other cases, the action rests 
within itself, its sole purpose lying in its own fulfilment (as in the 
case of Sacrificing). And in this latter case,[there naturally arises in us 
a desire to know what the use of the action would be ; and as no visible 
puipose is found to be served, we can always assume a transcendental one 
(in the shape of an Apwma). In that case, however, where the action is 
found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment of a visible purpose-such 
as the preparation of rice, for instance,—we can have no business to assume 
a transcendental purpose ; and the Injunction of the action having been 
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justified by a visible purpose, the action is not recognised as bringing 
about any transcendental result. 


Adhikarrma 111 (A)—Definition of the Primary Action. 

1 SUTRA n-i-7. 

j u VS n 

I ^{; Yaib, by means of which, ffsq Dravyam, a material substance. ^ Na, 

j not. Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or purified, riif^ I dm, 

j tliose. PradhanabliCitftni, are primary actions, Dravyasya, of 

! the substance. GunabhOiatvat, because of being a secondary factor. 

1 7. Those actions that are not meant to be productive 
or purificatory of material substances are Primary, because 
tiie material stibstance is a secondary factor, t . 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason for this is that those actions which do not serve to 
bring into existence any material substance, or to produce a certain 
J peculiarity in a substance already extant—cannot but be regarded as 
bringing about transcendental results, and as Bucli being primary. 


AdhUarana In{B).—Definition of Secondary Actions. 

StfTRA lI-i-8. 

^ 3[S!f 




w ^ u 

%: Yaib, by means of which. 5 l u, while {[sg Dravyam,ja material substance. 

Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or purified, guf: Gutiafi, secon¬ 
dary ^ Tatra, in that case, Pratlyeta, should be recognised, 

Tasya, in regard to these. DravyapradhanatvAt, on account of the 

material substance being the dominant factor. 

8. While those that tend to produce or purify a 
material substance are tobe recognised as secondary', because 
in regard to these the material substance is the dominant 
factor.—8. 
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§L 


COMMENTAUY. 

Those actions, however, tluat eitlier produce a material,— e,g,y the fire 
by the Laying^ or accomplish or prepare — e.g,^ the preparing of the 
priest by appointment, —or purify it,— e.g., the purifying of the corn by 
threshing^ or the preparing of the rice by grinding —are all subsidiary 
ones, because they are always subservient to the preparation of the 
inateriah 

Without the aforesaid differentiation of actions into primary and 
secondary, we would have the following anomalies.:—If there were no 
such distinction, even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Priyangii, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyangu, would come to be applied to this vvthi corn, because accord¬ 
ing to that theory the threshing is also a primary action, and as snch 
the material mentioned along witli it (viz,, the triki) could jiot set aside 
the secondary material; just as iti the case of the buttei* in connection 
with the prydjas; and consequently the could not be removed 

Iruin the vrthi. Whereas in accordatme with the Siddhdnta, tlie secondary 
material would be set aside because the material that is of use in the 
primary action is affected by the pi'oparatory actions also ; a?id hence 
the Priyangu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to 
undergo all the processes of threslring, washing, &c. 

Tt may be noted here that tlie distinction of actions into ^primary’ 
and ‘secondary’ is distinct from the subject of ‘Ahga’ or 
(Subsidiary) and ‘ Ahgin’ (Principal); as the fornierrefers to actions alone, 
while the latter is a relationslilp subsisting between on the one 

hand and Substances, Qualities and Purifications on the other. This 
latter forms the subject-matter of AdhyA^ya Ul. 


Adhikarana I V.—The eharacter of Primary does not belong 
to such actions as the cleaning of the srnba, etc. 

sOTRA lI-i-9 to 12. 

siqnmgt ” ii u 

Dliarmamatre, in die case of all actions, 5 Tu, but. Karma, 
character of primary action. Sy at, there would be. Anirvritteh, 

because of the non-fulfilment of any visible effect. Pryajavat, as in the 

case of the Prayu^ja sacrifice 

9 . “ Actions would have the primary character; because 

of theirnot producing any visible effects.”—9. 
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COMMENTAHY. 

In the course of a sacrificial perfornmnce there are many such actions 
as the sanctifying of the various implements, Srum, etc.; and with regard 
to tliese the question arises as to whether these should be regarded as 
Priinjiry or Secondary Actions. 

The Pdrvapakf^a view on this point is as follows :*-We may regard 
those actions as secondary which produce some visible effect, either in 
the shape of a material Buhstance or in that of some perceptible 
change in a substance. But so far as the purely sanctificatory actions 
are concerned they are not found to produce any perceptible effect; 
e.g., when a little water is sprinkled over the sugar, the sanctification that 
is produced in it is a purely imperceptible one. Oonsequently, as these 
actions are not productive of eitlier a material substance or a visible effect, 
wo cannot but regard tliem as “ primary ” according to sdtra (7). 

n ^ u 

1 ulya^rutitvat, on account of the (similarity of mention, qr 
Va, but. Itaraih, to others. H'iUT: Sadharmah, simila?-. Syat, should be. 

10. But on account of tlie similarity of mention 
they should bo similar to others.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 


Sutra (10) represents the Siddhanta view which is as follows :— 

As a matter of fact we find that in all the texts that speak of second¬ 
ary actions, tlie material substance, or the effects therein meant to be 
produced, is. always expressed by means of words with the accusative end¬ 
ing ; for instance, ‘ vrihin avalianti,' ‘ purodaiiam prathayati.’ in the texts 
that speak of the actions under consideration we find the same fact, e.g,^ 
' snibam sammar^tL' Thus as in both cases the words used are similar, 
there is no I’easori why the sanctifying of the sruva should not be taken 
in the same category as the threshing of the corn. Thus, even though 
the subsidiary character of such actions is not proved by the appearance 
01 any perceptible result, yet we have for it the authority of the Vedic 
word itself. 

u n II 


OravyopadegSali, (there, is) mention of the material substance, 
bi cliet, if it be urged. 

11. If it be argued that “ there is such mention of 
the material substance [in the case of primary actions 
also].”—11. 
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OOMMENTAHY. 

The argument on which the Siddlnlnta lias been based is that the 
accusative ending in srnvam ’ makes the substance Sruva the predomi¬ 
nant factor, and thereby makes the action secondary. But as a matter 
of fact, this argument cannot be accepted as conclusive ; as we meet with 
many instances where the accusative ending is used in connection with 
the names of materials where the material is distinctly intended to be 
the secondary factor and the action to be the primary factor ; e.y.y such 
sentences as mktun juhoti, eka kapdlavi juhoti, Tima the mere fact of the 
snwa being mentioned with the accusative ending cannot make the 
action of its sanctification secondary. 

?r, 

rj Na, not so Taclari hat vat, because it is for the sake of that. 

Lokavat, as in ordinary life. fasya, of the material. ^ Cha, yet. 

i^esabbCnalvat, on account of its being subordinate. 

12, It is not so, because it [the second case-ending 
in the passages cited also] denotes the accusative as in ordi¬ 
nary parlance; and yet the material [denoted by the word 
having the second case-ending] is subordinate [to the 
action]. —12, 

OOMMBNTAKY. 

According to rules of grammar the accusative ending always denotes 
predominance. As for such expressions as saktuii juhotiy in these 
the accusative ending implies the instrumental. This, however, is only 
a special case accepted for special retisons, and it does not alter the general 
rule that the accusative ending denotes predominance. 

The special circumstances bearing upon the sentence mktun 
juhoti'' are thus explained in tlie Tantrav4rtika : — 

In the word saktun the Accusative by itself expresses predominance 
only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence, 
we accept it to indicate its correlative, suhservieimy. That is to say, by 


its own natural potency, the accusative alwa^ys expresses the objective, 
in the character of the f redorninarit ; but this natural meaning is found, 
in the sentence in question, to be incompatible with souietliing more 
authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted ; then, finding that the 
character of ihokdraka or case-relation is also indicated b\ tlie Accusative, 
as its invariable concomitant, we accept this indicated meaning of the 
Accusative, as not incompatible witli the rest of the sentence ; which thus 
comes to mean that the Saktu has something to do mtli the accomplishment 
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of the Homa. But such generic agency not being of much use, \ve naturally 
seek for a specific function of the Saktu ; and thus come to the conclusion 
that it must be taken as the fnstnunent, specially in accordance with the 
law that * that which is an accomplished entity is laid down for the sake 
of that which is yet to be accomplished ’—as propounded in Sutra VJ. i. 1. 

Question. —“ But in what way do you find the predominance of the 
Saktu incompatible with the rest of the sentence ?’' 

Reply. — Only that substance is lield to be an object of purification, 
or preparation, which has already been utilised or is to be utilised ; as for 
the Saktu, it is never going to be used after the Horna ; nor lias it ever 
been utilised before. Tiiat is to say, only that substance which is found to 
have been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future 
time, is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attains pre¬ 
dominance with reference to the action. And when the substance concern¬ 
ed 18 such as has never been utilised, nor is going to be utilised, any 
purification of that would be absolutely useless ; and hence any injunction 
of such preparation would be ivholly piuposeless. The Saktu iu question 
is such that it is never used before the Iloina ; nor can it be used after it, 
having been turned into ashes; specially as tJiere is no Injunction as to 
any such ashes of Saktu being used. Under the circumstances, the only 
alternatives that we have are—(1) that the whole sentence is absolutely 
useless, or (2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. And 
the authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be 
no hesitation in accepting tlie second alternative. It is a common fact 
that the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, when¬ 
ever it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility). 
And tlie acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no sucli uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
signification of tlie word. It is for tliese reasons that we accept the sen- 
tei}ce in question to be an injunction of a Homa with the Saktu as the 
necessary material, such an Injunction being in keeping with the context 
in which it occurs. 

The practical purpose of the Adhikarana is as follows --(I) la the 
primary sacrifice, there being mciny auxiliaries to the cleaning of the sruk, 
we conclude that the number of such auxiliaries must be three only, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kapiiljala ’ (XI.i.38-45); and hence 
even when there is a multiplication of vessels,—as in the case of the 
Pa^uchfiturmAsya,’ only three si'uks would liave to be cleaned, in accordance 
with the theory of the Phrvapak^a. In accordance with the SiddhAnta, 
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on the other hand, all the snikshavu to be cleaned ; because of the necessity 
of repeating the purificatory process witli eaeli substance. (2) And again, 
in accordance with the maxim of the ‘Fatin’ (I\^.i.il-16), significance at¬ 
taching to tlie number ‘ one,’ only one Paridlii would have to bo cleaned, 
according to the Pflrvapakjja; while according to the Siddhanta, all the 
Paridhis would have to be cleaned ; and there would be some distinction 
made in a case where there is a multiplication of Paridhis, (3) And simi¬ 
larly, the circling round fire, believed (according to the Pfirvapak^a) to 
appertain to one cake, comes (according to the Siddhanta) to apply to all 
the cakes, (4) Similarly, according to the law “ Visaye laukikam syiU,” 
in the case of the sentence ‘ agniinupasamadhA,ya stuvate, the cleaning 
would pertain to the ordinary fire, according to the Pfirvapaksa ; while 
according to the Siddhanta, the cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely 
useless, the cleaning laid down must appertain only to such sacrificial 
fires, as the ‘ Ahavaniya ’ and the like. 

Adhikarana V. —Mahendrddhikarana : 

The Stuti and the Sastra hymns are 'primary, 
sOtRAS 

Stuta(^astrayo\i, from the stotra and sastra hymns, g lu, in 
reality, Samskarah, (proceeds) a sanctification. Yajyavat, as in 

the case of Yajya liymns. ?^frrr»T'iir=T?^rff DevatabhidhAnatvat, because they 
signify deities. 

13. “ The Stotra and Sastra hymns bring about sancti¬ 
fication like the Yajya hymns, because they distinctly signify 
deities.”—13. 

COMMENTARY. 

!! Stotra is the name of those hymns tliat consist of mantras capable 

' of being set to music and sung,—as distinguished from the Sastra which is 
' the name given to the hymns consisting of mantras not sung. The case 
' of these is brought up as an exception to the general principle laid down 
; in the eighth sdtra above. 

A hymn is that which describes the relationship subsisting between 
an object and its properties; and as such, in tlie first instance, it is accom¬ 
plished by such objects and properties ; specially as in tlie absence of these 
the hymn would be mere words, and not capable of being called 
a “hymn.” Of these two again, inasmuch as the properties described 
do not form part of the action to be performed, they serve no useful pur¬ 
pose with i-egard to the action ; and as such they are taken absolutely as 
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fng the purpose of completing. the hymn itself. Then the question 
arises—The hymn thus accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bring¬ 
ing about an idea of the object hymned? and as such, is it sul 3 servient to 
this latter? or, is it something independently by itself, leading to a certain 
transcendental result? 

On this point we liave the following Purvapah^ci: Inasmuch as 

we actually find the hymns perceptibly bringing about a I’einembrance 
(of tlie Deity) that serves to accomplish the sacrifice, we cannot but admit 
them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

siddhAxta. 


11 II 

Arihena, by its meaning, g Tu, but. Apkrisyat«a, would be 

carried away, DevaiAnamachodanartbasya, to the mention of 

the deities’ name. GunabliAtatvAt, because it would be subservient. 

14. But in that case the hymn would be carried 
away from its spliere by the meaning [purpose served by it] ; 
because it would be subservient to the mention of the deities’ 
name.—14. 


COMMENTARY. 

The sfltra points out tlio fact of the Pfirvapakija being contrary to 
other authoritive evidences. 

That is to say, if the hymn, in question consists of a Mantra, tho 
object described in which does not exist at tlie time, then this object 
would carry away tlio liymn from its present context, and as such, there 
would be a setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, 
ill a case where we have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular 
hymn on a particular occasion, if the Injimction happen to contain tlie 
name of a Deity —as in tho case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid 
down as to be snug in connection with tho ‘ Mahendragraha ’ sacrifice,— 
the Injunction would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and 
hence in a case where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist (as in 
the case of the MAhendra Sacrifice)—the particular hymn will have to be 
carried away from the Mabendra Sacrifice to another sacrifice wliero 
Indra might exist. And this would be a direct contradiction of what is 
authorised by the order and position of the hymn, Ac. The particular 
sequential order that would be contradicted in the present instance is that 
in which the Mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
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wliile the position contradicted would be—either the mention of the hymn 
by the Injunction of the ttathantara, or the particular context in which 
they occur. 


Varfavar, like the word ‘ Va, but, 55^5 Gunartham, 

qualificatory, Syat, could be. 

15. “ But the the word Mahendra could be taken as 

pointing to a 'Qualification, exactly as in the case of the word 
‘vasa.’ ”—15. 

CMMENTABY. 

Tlie Pfirvapakst offers on exaplanation of the difficulty urged by 
the Siddlilnta in the preceding autra. 

“The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Be¬ 
cause a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
something entirely different; in the case in question, howevei', the hymn 
in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the name 
‘ Mahendra ’; as the words ‘ Indra ’ and ‘ Mahendra ’ are non-different. 
That is to say, the Tndra that is hymned by the hymns in question is the 
same that is sacrificed to in the Mfthendra sacrifice; and as such, the 
object referred to being actually present, wherefore should there be any 
necessity of carrying it away from its context? Nor is it absolutely 
necessary for the Mantra to make mention of every minute detail of 
the object connected with the sacrifice; it is always foiind to mention 
sometliing more or less than that, in accordance with its own capabi¬ 
lity, and as such it does not matter if the Injunction of the Hymn 
speaks of Indra only, without the qualification ‘ Mah4.’ For these 
reasons, the Hymn should be taken as pointing to Indra as apart from any 
attributes, because much significance does not attach to the attributes, as 
the attributes are pointed out by tlie context itselfall this being exactly 
similar to the pointing out of materials apart from qualifications. Nor 
does the Deity consist of the word alone—as we shall show under Chapters 
IX and X. And hence Indra cannot be taken as different from 
Mahendra, simply on the ground of difference between the words. 

Tlie example of the ‘ vasIa,’ ‘ barren goat ’ is cited in support of this ; 
though, for Vayu, the texts lay down the barren goat, the animal, in all 
related mantras, is spoken of as ‘ goat ’ only. 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that tliat which is mentioned by 
the word ‘ Indra ’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahendra 
specially as tliere is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 
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^seqiiently, tliere being no ground for the charge of tho improper 
ciirrving away of the liymiis, these must be admitted to be the subservient 


accessories of the Deity.” 


fj, II U II 

^ Na, this cannot be. S5iutisamvayitvat, because of the 

connection with the direct word of the Veda. 

16, This cannot be, as tbe mantra is connected with 
the direct word o£ the Veda.—16. 

COMMENTAnV. 


.ft lias been urged above tliat the liymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away. But this 
is not so; because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means avoid¬ 
able. For, if tliere were suflicient grounds for holding the identity of 
Indra and Mahendra, then alone would it not be necessary to cairy away 
the hymns; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinct difference 
between the two. 

To explain — In the case of the word ‘Mahendra^ some people seeking 
to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra,’ explain it etymologically 
as ‘MaliA,n’+ ‘ Indrah ’ = ‘ Mahendrah ’ (the Great Indra), and then 
‘ Mahendro devatA, asya ’ becomes ‘ MAhendia,’ (that Sacrifice of whicli the 
Great Indra is the presiding Deity). And in tliat case what the word 
‘ Maheiidn^ would signify would be that of which the presiding Deity is 
Indra as endowed with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation 
is not possible; as the signification of a word taken as one complete 
whole is always more autlioritive than that which is sanctioned by its 
etymological constructions; and hence the word ‘Mahendra’ more directly 
denotes a distinct Deity in the shape of Mahendra than it does the ‘ Great 
Fndra.’ 

Then again, if the \vord ‘ Mahendra ’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split ; and if, in order to 
avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, then the 
word ‘Mahendra’ distinctly denotes something entirely dillerent from 
Indra. 

For these reasons, the word ‘ Mahendra ’ cannot bo explained 
as that Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by 
greatness. What is possible is that tlie word be taken as one independent 
whole, independently of the component parts, as in that case alone could 
tho nominal affix be rightly explaind. And thus it is established that 
Maliendra is a deity other than Indra. 
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Nor can it be urged that liuira liimself came to be called ‘ Mahendia,’ 
the ‘ Great Indrn,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vrittra; 
as in that case the Veda, in which the word ‘ Maheudra ’ occui-s, 
would, have a beginning in time. Consequently, the mention of the killing 
of Viittra must be taken as only eulogising ‘ Mahendra which is a name 
Gtornal iiikI conipleto in itself. 

II II II 

Vyapadc^abhedat, because of the diftereoce of names. Cha, 
also. _ I. 1 / \ 

17. Also because of the difterence of the (two) 

uaxnes.— 17. commentary. 

‘ Indra’ and ‘Mahendra’ must be regarded as two distinct deities 
for the very simple reason that tho two names are distinct. 

II IM»=: II 

•(ps Gunah, the qualification. H Cba, further, Anarlhakah, useless. 

Wl? Syat, would be. 

18. And ftirther because the qualification would he 
useless.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (t.c., natural or 
caused), if it he taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as eirtering into 
his deijio character, thenjits mention (in the senleuco ‘ Mahendragraha,’ c'lc.) 
would bo absolutely useless, llecause tho only purpose for which a deity 
is spoken of, or enjoined, is to show liow the particular action could be 
performed with reference to Him. iVnd whether .the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performance .'f the Action would bo quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the 
qualification. 


^ II n 


Tatba, .As also. YajyApuroruchoh, In tlie case of tlje YajyA 

and the Pui oi uch mantras. 

19. As also in the case of the Yajya and the Puroru- 
ch mantras.—19. 

COMMENT.ARY. 

The Yajya and the PuronuvakyA, mantras are reciterl at sacrifices. 
By means of the A'ajya mantras olTerings to the Deities are thrown into 
the fire ; and by means of the Puronuvakya manlnw the Deities are invoked. 
Both these sets of mantras make mention, either directly or indirectly, of 
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21. “ There may be [a caiiying away of the hymn in 

question] to an action wherever mere Indra might be the 
Deity, and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by it [there can be nothing objectionable in it].—21.” 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siitn may be interpreted in two ways: {i) “The Phrvapak^a 
could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a strong 
aulhoiity. As a mutter of fact, however, it is not so; because the Lihga 
tJndicative Power! of tlie words of a hymn is certainly much stronger than 
that of order or coute.'ct, etc. ; and hence we cannot very well give up the 
Pilrvapakha theory.” 

[ii) “The word ‘ Imha,’ l)oiug a part of the word ‘Maliendra, ’ 
could be taken a.s signifying the sense of the latter compound ; as by so 
doing we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Li/iga and 
the Krama; just as wo have in the case of the word ‘ Agni ’ as occurring in 
the Manotn hymn [vide X. iv. 42). 'i’hat is to say, it would not be necessary 
to remove the Hymn ; as on account of close proximity, we could accept 
the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘ Mahendra;’ specially as in so 
doing we avoid the contradiction between Lifiga and Krama, and also the 
necessity of having to presume a t>-ansceadental ««result (for the hymn). 
For instaiico, in the case of the Agnishomtya, though we find the word 
‘Agni’ alone in tiro ‘ Manotfi Mantra ’ yet, finding from context that it 
forms part of a i;omponnd (‘ Agiusoma ) we accept it as indicating 
‘Soma’ also and as such affording tho sense of the whole compound.” 

“ Ooiiscquoiitly there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 
remove the Hymn from its place.” 

^ n 11 

fj g Na Tn, this could not be. Amnatesu, with those that are laid 

down in the scriptures. 

22. This could certainly not be the case with those 
[mantras] that are laid down in the Vedas.—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

A transference of passages, phrases or words consists in reading and 
interpreting the sumo together, though they occur in dllferent parts of tlie 
treatise. 'The words or phrases transferred are simply redundant and 
useless. An illustration :— 

‘•(Hei repeats the Vhinya mantras.” 

'‘(He) repeats the Shipivistavati mantras.” 

“ (He) repeats the Pitid-devatA mantras.” 
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These raantras are to he repeated on the occasion of the tidrd 
Soma-libation of the Agnistonm sacrifice. Tliey constitute the Agni 
uianota iSustra which, is described in the Aitaroya BiAhamana (III. 27), 
where it is considered whether the mantras are to l>e tiansfeiied back- 
I wards and forwards or not. The Sanskrit word for lackirard transferenee 
I is ‘apakar^a’ and for foriiw-d Tlie ases of 

1 Utkarsa or' Apalkarsa are'mentioned in tlie '^^Has. therefore we can 
not adjust or arrange them ; the Vedas help themselves. 

As a matter of fact, we find that in many places we do not find the 
same meaning in alt Mantras that are laid down in that connection, when 
these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in the case of 
the sentence ‘ YAmytib sahsanti’ and the like—inasmuch as Yarna is not 
the Deity of the other Grahas, it the Mantras laid down in that context were 
to be removed from there, tliey could not point to him. And as in that 
case the very Injunction of these could be useless, it would be necessary 
to admit the fact of their leading to transcendental results. Ami this may 
be said of all similar cases uis the one in question). And hence we cannot 


accept the hymn to be merely subservient to the Deity. 


23. “ But such is actually found to be tlie case.”—23. 

COMMENTARY. 


This Stltra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any injunction useless. 

“ Though Yama, etc., are not the Deities of the Grahas, yet they could 
be indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. For instance, 
(1) the Manduka hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein laid down 
that the fire is to be drawn in with Dlanihlka Sfikta; (2) the Ak.sastikta 
is employed in the Rajasfiya, as therein it is laid down that the gambl¬ 
ing 18 done with the dice (aksai ; (3) the Madkasukta i.s employed 
in the Ekadai^in as in this the sentence ‘ i^khustu, etc.,’ having des¬ 
cribed the connection of a certain place, this makes the hymn one 
eulogising that place. As for the ‘ Kushumbka ’ and other hymns, if 
we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them as having 
their use in those cases where the general term ‘ Mantra ’ is used in the 
Injunction (and no particular Mantra' is specified); as for instance, we 
find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in tlie Vasastoma. 
So too in the case of the Ai^vina sacrifice it is laid down that in case the 
sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all Pile verses should be 
recited (as au expiatory rite). In cases like these, however, inasmuch as 
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\V 0 find that the laid down do not meatioai any object that appears 

in the sacrifice in its matOi-ial form, we have to accept the fact of their 
leading to transcendental results. But because a transcendental result 
is admitted in one case, that is no reason why we should reject a visible 
purpose, even wliero it is present, and always assume a transcendental one. 
For instance, because the reciting of the Vaisnavi verse is found to serve 
only a transcendental purpose, it does not follow that only transcendental 
results follow also from that of the YajyA. and the like, wliich are found 
to serve distinctly visible purposes. 




II II 



Api va, it is not so. J^rutisainyog^t, because of direct 

mention. q’cKOT Praktirane, appearing in theontext StautishamsatJ, 

such words as “Stauti^’ and ''(^amsati." Kriyotpattim, production 

of transcendental resulr, Vidadhyatam, could bring about. 

2L The above position is not tenable, as on account 
o£ the direct mention in the Veda [of the locative and the 
genitive, ete.], such words as ‘staiiti’ and ‘sainsati’ appeal¬ 
ing in the context slioulcl be taken as bringing about traus- 
cedental results [A.j)ilrva].’'—24. 


COMMENTARY. 


It has been urged that like the word S\gni’ in the Manota, the 
the word * ludra ’ would indicate tlm sense of tlio compound, ‘ Mahendra/ 
But tliis is not correct ; as tliere being nothing incompatible in. the 
dii*ectly expressed meaning of the word ‘ ludva, ’ there is no reason why 
it Bhould give up that meaning, and take to indirect Indication. And 
then again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect 
indication, to find a visible result for all tliat is lield to be leading 
to transcendental results,—tliis process of interpretation is by no means 
allowable. 

Then again, it has been urged that tliere would be nothing wrong, 
even if the liynm were removed from its place. But it is not so; because 
Direct Assertion, defined by the proximity, distinctly points to the fact 
of the IT 3 unn in question forming a part and parcel of the hymns with 
which it is mentioned. As for the functioning of Lifiga, it can have no 
injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general relationship 
(between the Mantra and Deity). 



imsr/iy 
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And fiirtuer, tlie various caso-endiugs tliat we come across— viz., the 
locative in ‘ Kavatishu stvivati,' the genitive in ‘ Jndrasya viryani ’ and the 
accusative in “ Praugam sarpsati ”—as also the words ‘ Stauti ’ ‘ Samsati ’ 
and the like, would have their direct meaning only according to our 
theory, according to you, they will have to be taken as signifying some¬ 
thing else. That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the 
qualified resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the presence 
of the locative be explained, if, on the other hand, the Ivavati were taken 
;as serving the purpose of pointing out the DeTy, then the word would 
have to appear with the Instriunental ending. 

Then again, the Injunction o)- Bhflvanfl of eulogy in the word 


(t ‘ Stauti,’ and ‘ Sanisati ’—is cognised as extending over a definite period of 
time ; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the root serves as the 
1 . means ; while all other nouns, with several endings, come to be related, 
('idy in so far as they help in tlie fulfilment of what is signified by the root. 
Thus then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish something that is desired, they serve a 
purpose laid down in the scriptures, and as such come to liave a distinctly 
useful end ; when they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the other 
hand, they do something that'is not laid down in the scriptures ; and as 
such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it is more, 
reasonable by far to have the hynius serving distinctly useful purposes. 

Further, for us, the genitive (in ‘ Indrasya viryani, etc.) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of tlie deity ; and that which is sub¬ 
ordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence it being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantras cannot be caken 


as subservient to them; and consequently predominance must be attributed 
to the Hymn. If, in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then, as it would be expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning 
it would be found with the nominative emling, which could not express any¬ 
thing else,—as we find in the sentence “ agnirmurdha,” etc., etc. In the 
case in question, however, even that which we find liaving the riomiiia- 
tive ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the homogeneity 
of the sentence as preceded by the capability of the words used,—to be 
for the purpose of e.xpressing the connection of the qualification ; as for 
instance, ‘ Indra yato jangamasyavasitasya riija.’ And as there is no use 
of the qualifications, these caimot be accepted as the predominant factor ; 
and hence the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
e.xpressive of the Deity to the subservient to the hymn, which latter cannot 
be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity. 

20 
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And tlius the wor-ls Stauti,’ and ‘ Sarasati ’ cannot, in any way, 
1)0 taken as Berving tlie purpose of tlie indirect indication (of tlie Deity); 
and as such predominance must be attached to the eulogistic Hymn 
only. 


25. Also because of the distinctness implied by the 
word.—25. 


COMMENT ARY. 


We find it declared in tho Veda that “the Agnistoma is accompa¬ 
nied by twelve hymns; ” and here the mention of the number twelve 
allows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and if 
all the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, theie 
gould be no mention of the number ‘ twelve.’ If, on the other hand, 
tho manifestation of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity could come to be pointed out by each veise, and 
by each word; and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken 
of as ‘ twelve.’ 

n U. 11 

Anarthakam, useless. =q’, Cha, also. Tadvachanam, the 

mention of it. 

26, The mention of it would also be useless.—^26. 


commentary. 


In the case of such sentences ‘ agneyagraha bhavanti,’ and then 
as again, ‘ ugueyi§u stuvanti’; the Vedic sentence^ being enough 
for the purposes of pointing out tho fact of the “ Agneyi-mautras 
being the means of hymning Agni, there would be ^absolutely no use 
for the second soutenoe. That is to say, if the word ‘ Agneyi’ only served 

the purpose of pointing out the fact of Agui being the Deity, then the 

employing of these liyiuns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself ; 
and there would be no use for the second sentence. As a matter 
of fact, however, tlie second sentence sliould bo taken us serving the 
purpose of pointing out the Hymn as an Independent Action. 

11 II 

Anyah, dilferent. % Cha, also. Arthah signification. 

Praityate, is recognised. 

27. The signification of the tvvo hymns is also recog¬ 
nised to be different.—27. 








J PAT)A, V ADHIKABAm, S4. HQ. 


COMMENTARY. 

The Vedic text sainbadhdlie vA etotra-shastre ” (the Stotra and the 
Sliasti-a hymns are related) shows tliat the Veda recognises a difference 
between the two ; as it is only when two things are different that they 
can bo related to one another. Now', if both the hymns were to serve 
the same purpose of signifying the Deity (Tndra), there woidd be practically 
no difference between the two. They can, on the other hand, he 
regarded as distinct only if each of them serves the purpose of accom¬ 
plishing a.distinct .Apilrva. Thus we have the authority of the Veda 
itself in support of the view that the two hymns accomplish distinct 
transcendental results and aro, as such. Primaries. 

II Jjc: a 

Abludhanam, mention, % Clia, also. Karmavat, like 

that of the Primary Actions. 

28. TLeir mention also is similar to the mention 
of other Primary'Actions.— 28. 

COMMENTARY. 

(i) In the text ‘pra-ugam sarnsati,’ inasmuch as the Pra-uga- 
Flyrnn is spoken of hy means of the accusative, tliis w'ould be another 
argument in favour of the view that the hymn is &'primary by itself. 
The principal action is always such as is desi7-ed for ita owji sake 

(and as such accompanied by the accusative ending)—c.r/., ‘agnihotnn 
jiihoti,’ ‘ Agh4ra7ndghAi'ayati ’ etc. This could not be the case with the 
subsidiary actio77s, which a7-e wholly siibo7’dii7ated to othez-s, a7)d as sucli 
not desired in themselves. 

iii) The Sfit7'a may be explai7ied in another way. The ve 7 y meii- 

tion of the two names ‘ Stotra’ n77d ‘ Sast7-ji’ is 7nennt to p()ii 7 t to the fact 

of these being principal actions; othe7-w'ise the wo7-d used should have 
been p7-akarfana (7nai77fe8tafion) oi7ly; or there would he no natne at 
all, as i77 the cast? of the words ‘avaha7iti’ and the like. 

II II 

29. Then again there is fulfilment of the re¬ 

sult.” —29. 

CO.\IMENTARY. 

We fiiid in the Mantras composing the hymns In question requests 
for the fulfilment of certain desi7'al)le I'esnits. Ti7o particular desirable 
results that aix' asked for in the iVrant7'a wouhl be possible only if the 
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hymn, were a principal action l)y itself; because, requests are always 
preferred to one who occupies the predominant position. According to 
to you, on the other hand, the results would be asked for from the Deity, 
which you hold to be the predotninent factor, as in the case of ordinary 
sacrifices ; because so long as the Master (Principal factor-Deity) exists, 
no one would think of prefering his request to the servant (the subsi¬ 
diary hymn which serves the pui’pose of manifesting the Deity). 

OENBRAL OBSERVATIO!^S ON THE ADHIKARANA. 


The above is an exposition of the Adbikarana according to the 
Bhfeya. The Tantravartika, however, takes exception to this exposition 
and contends that Indra and Mahendra are the names of the same Deity, 

arguing that in tlie compound A/aAendra the two factors Maha and Indra 

do not, as the Bhir§ya holds, function simultaneously; and therefore by 
the gradual functioning of these two factors all that the word Mahendra 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatness. Thus the main position of the 
Pilroapak-^a remaining unshaken, the Sidhdnti must have recouree to 
another line of argumentation with a view to the effectual refutation of 
the Piirvapaksa. 


The following is the Siddhanta as explained by the Vartika 

As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal {i.e., in the form in which it happens 
to be mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction;; consequently, inasmuch 
as it is by the word ‘ Maliendra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot 
but accept Mahendra as the Deity. Even i f the meanings of the two words 
‘ fndra’and ‘.Mahendra’ be identical,—the deity in the particular Sacri¬ 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by the word ‘ Mahendra’ 
in accordance with the law laid down in the Sfitra: ‘ Vidhitfhabdasya 
mantratve, &c.,’ (X. iv. 2,3)—and none other. And hence the character 
of the deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names 
as ‘ Brihadindra,’ Ac.,—'Words that are more akin to ‘ Mahendra than 
to ‘ In'lra ’—to say nothing of such other words as ‘ Indra ’ and the like. 
When wo find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in connection 
with a certain sacrifice,—even though the Deity be the object denoted, 
andnotthemerely‘verbal’form, yet, if we find the slightest difference 
from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to be the 
Deity of that sacrifice. 

That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable 
by the ordinary means of cognition. Sense-perception and the like; 
and 'hence the only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction 
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; bonce we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been pei- 
fornied in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we 
actually find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is there¬ 
in laid down. If, however, the slightest difFerence is made in that,—the 
functioning of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of 
the real Deity, &c.,—we will have to look for another authority for this 
slightly different Deity ; but as a matter of fact, there is no such autho¬ 
rity ; and as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unautho- 
ritative. This will l)e explained later on, where it is shown that ‘Agni is 
the Deity of the Ashtakapfila, and not of the Ajya, because with regard 
to the latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity. In accordance with 
this rule (1) when the Injunction has spoken of liidra as the Deity, the 
(leific character cannot be attributed to Agni, ^2) wlien Indra is laid down 
as the Deity of Soma, he cannot be the Deity of the Cake, (3) when 
Indra is laid down as tlie Deity of the pounded Soma, he cannot be the 
Deity of the creeper itself, (4) wJien pure Indra is laid down as the Deity, 
we cannot have him as qualified by some attributes; so in the same 
manner, when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘ Great- 
Indra’ (Mahendra) as the Deity, we cannot take Indra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in 
question, the Deity is predicated of sometliing else, due significance 
must be attached to its qualifications and adjuncts : specially as no 
such significance could be attached to them, only in case the Deity 
wore that with regard to which sometliing else was predicated. That 
is to say, if in the matter of the relationship expressed by the nominal 
affix (in ‘ MA,henclra’), the Deity were that with regard to wliicli it Avas 
predicated, then we could not attach any importance to the mention of its 
attributes. If, liowever, the Deity were not predicated, it would not have 
the character of the Deity, and hence we cannot but admit it to be prerlicat- 
ed. And as such, due significance must bo attached to its qualifications; 
hence the removal of the qualification would do away with the very 
character of the Deity. For instance, in such sentences as~‘the white- 
clothed persons should be fed,’ ' the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ “ the 
person with the stick repeated the ‘ Praisa Mantras’ ”—^^if we take away 
the qualification, wliat is left behind ceases to form a material part of fehe 
sacrifice. If, however, the qualifications were such as having something 
else predicated of them —< 2 .gr,, ‘‘bring in those that have white clothing”— 
the men could very reasonably be brought even without the white clotliing 
(which they might lay aside before coming in). Hence, in.the case in 
question, even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material 
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form, we could not accept it as without its qualification ; as a matter of fact, 
however, wo find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,—and 
consequently anything else, that would he mentioned by a word apart 
from the Injunction, could not be recognised as tlie prescribed Deity. 

And further, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compound 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ Mahendragraha * 
could never bo mentioned by the word ‘Tndra.’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice; and as such in 
the case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity would 
be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of sfitra 10 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression ; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing tlie Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found tliat such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix, Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference be¬ 
tween the deities ‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahendra.’ 


Adhiharana VI, —The noiidvjvnctiveness of Mantras, 


sOTHA. SO-31. 




Vh'dhiuiantrayoli, ofthe vidhiand themnitra/^gKr^§»l Aikarthyam, 
same purport. Aikai^abdyat, because of same words. 

30. The Vidhi and the Mantra must have the same 
purport because they contain tlie same Avords.”—30. 




Api VA, iio. STW*T5{Rit®iftr, r^i ayogasaniartbyai, because of its function¬ 
ing during action. Mantral.), mantra. AbliidliSnavacbi, ex¬ 
pressing mere direct meaning. Syat, should be. 

31. It is not so because the mantra functions only 
during Action, it must be taken as expressing only its direct 
meaning.—31. 


COMMENTARY. 


Wo have seen in the preceding .AdItikatanas that llie wiiole qnestion 
of an action being primary oi aecoiitlary turns ultimately upon the exact 
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of verbs contained in tlie Vedic passages relating to the actions. 
In this connection a further question arises as to whether or not e^'ery 
verb that we meet with in the Veda enjoins an actioji. As regards the 
verbs tljat appear in the purely injunctive passages there can be no such 
doubt; they do enjoin actions ; and the only question with regard to these 
is as to these actions being primary or secondary. But when we come to 
mantras it is clearly doubtful whether or not the verbs contained in these 
enjoin any actions. 

In accordance witli the Bha^ya, tlie Adhikarana is explained ns fol¬ 
lows •—Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as to 
whether or not the verbs occurring in them serve the purpose of enjoining, 
as do those occurring in the Brahamana passages. And on this, the posi¬ 
tion of the Pflrvapaksa is that, inasmuch as the words in the Mantra are 
tlie same as those in the BiAhamana, there is no reason why the former 
should not liavo tlie injimclive potency. And tliis is met by the Sicklhiinta, 
which liolds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its subject already 
laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive potency; hence 
all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance of the sacrifice is to 
recall to the mind tliat which has been previously laid down in the 
Brahamana passages. That is to say, the action, Goyagu, for instance, 
spoken of in the mantra is not different fioin the same action mentioned 
in the Brahamana, because it is actually recognised as the same; nor does 
the mantra lay down any accessories of tlie action (with regard to which it 
might be taken to have an injunctive potency); nor, lastly, can it be 
taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in anotlier sentence; 
because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and as such 
cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the 
mind that which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could 
be taken as, would be as an Injunction or an Artliavada. As matter of fact, 
however, neither of this is possible. In tlie first place, the fotm of the. 
action, that would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid 
down elsewhere; as for its accessories, in the shape of the material, the 
result and tlie occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra, which 
therefore can not be taken as laying down tliese. Secondly, when the 
Injunction in the case occurs in another (Brahamana) passage, which has 
all its needs already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to be taken 
as an Artliavada to that Injunction. Idiis we have already explained under 
the Adhikarana on Mantras (AdhyAya I). For these reasons, mantras shouid 
be taken only as recalling what has already been enjoined elsewhere. 
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Kiim^rila has taken exception to the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karana and this on the following grounds:— 

ri) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is supressed simply by the fact of its occurring in the mantra, and 
is enlivened by appearing in the BrAhniana ? We actually iiiul verbs 
in mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g., “ Vasantaya kapiii- 
jalaiialabhate’ ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in 
the BiAhmana, not having the injunctive potency:— e.g,, ‘‘Ynsj^obhayam 
havirartiiu;\rohhet, etc/’ Therefore there can be no such absolute rule 
as has been shown in the above Sidhanta. 

(2) Further, if the mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
mana, simply on the ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter,—why could not we take the BiAlimana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the action previously enjoined by the mantra? That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether ibe 
mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by tlie fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose of recal¬ 
ling the action thus enjoined, or vice verm. Thus then, we conclude 
that, inasmuch as neither tlie Mantra nor the Brahmana is capable of 
being taken as supplementary,—specially as there is no feature in either 
that could point it out as distinctly supplementary,—both are equally in¬ 
junctive. And as for the repetition of the same Injunction—as occurring 
in the Mantra and in the Brahmana—we can take the two as two distinct 
actions. As for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as 
the other, we shall explain this under the Abliy^sadhikarana ” (V. ii. 
23, etc.) Tdieroforo the uon-injuncti ve character of the Mantras cannot 
bo taken as established in the above manner. 

S yome people assert that, inasmuch as the mantras are laid clown 
by the Bralnnanas, as instruinental in the performance of sacrifices,— 

J exactly as tlie corn, etc., are,—they cannot have any injunctive 
I potency; just as tlie corn, etc., have none. 

‘ But tliese people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem¬ 
blance between the two cases. Becaiise the mere fact of the mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be etiiployed in the aacritice cannot do 
away with its injunctive potency. Therefore the mantras would serve 
the injunctive purpose ; and also, on account of their being laid down in 
the Brahmana, .serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brah- 
mana. Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that 
which has been laid down to be employed cannot serve the purposes 
of an Injunction, specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with tlie 
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injunctive potency, ff, however, the presence of this potency in the 
mautra bo denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to 
bring forward the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, 
for the purpose of denying that potency ; because mucli reasoning is not 
required in <]eiiyiMg what is impossible. Nor is there any self-contra-* 
diction in the fact of tlie mantra perfonning both tlie functions. Foi in¬ 
stance, even the Br^hmaaa, though in itself injunctive, could serve the 
purpose of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain 
under the Sutra V. i. 16 

And further, in the case of those mantras that are not laid down 
in any Brahmana passage, as to he employed in a sacrilice, your argu¬ 
ment being inapplicable, there wouhl be no groiuid for denying the 
injunctive potency of these, tieiice even this argument of yours does 
not help in the matter. 

As a matter of (act, however, there is no necessity of bringing in 
tlie mantras, specially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti¬ 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the Adhi- 
karaua otherwise as follows ;— 

Verbs have been declared in the preceding Adhikarana to be of 
two kinds only—the Primary and Subsidiary. And the question now 
started is as to wlietlier there are only these two methods of the functioning 
of verbs, or there is yet another method. And the position of the PQrva- 
pak^a is that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Purvapaksa, we have tlie following :— 

Siddlidnta .—SQtra v31) : But because of the power of usagSy the 
mantra would e.cpress only the direct meaning. 

There is a third method—that of deiiotiition. Just consider the 
following : Those verbs that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as ‘ yat ’ and the like (words which make that which 
they precede, an Uddejiya, and which therefore can never be the Vifllieya or 
object of injunction) must, iu all cases, serve the purpose of simple deno¬ 
tation. That is to say, wliether the verb occurs in the Mantra or iu the 
Brahmana, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by the 
presence of another word, then, in tliat case, the verb must be admitted 
to be denotative. 

Examples—(1), In ‘ na Unarfanii, etc.,’ (he Injunctive having become 
suppressed by the word ‘ yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In ‘ahe budliniya 
mantram me gop4ya,’ the suppression is by the vocative ending. (3) In 
‘dAmi gnhaarni,’ it is done by the First Person ending. (4) In ‘ vadi 
soinamapahareyuh ’ it is done by the word * yadi.’ 
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The fact is that such instances occur mostly in mantras ; and that 


is the reason why the Bhaijya has mentioned mantras only ; specially 
as it is a common idea that mantras are not injunctive. In Bralunanas, 

on the other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 

8 r4hmana is commonly known to be injunctive. And it is only in veiy 
few instances that the Bruhmanas are not injunctive ; that is the leason 


why no Brtlhmana passage has been cited as an instaiice. 

In the matter of the BrAhmana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that whicli has been explained above {vis., 
the presence or absence of such words as ‘ jmt and the like); and the 
presence and absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the 
fact of the sentence being a Mantra or a Brahmana. » 

But we do perceive the following point of difference between the 
Mantra and the BrAhmana : In the case of the Brahmana, the injunctive 
potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed by the above- 
mentioned causes, this verb comes to bo recognised as serving the purpose 
of pointing out something which afforaa the occasion for another action; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being em¬ 
ployed in the sacrifice. In the case of the Mantra, on the other hand, as 
soon as we learn its form—such as ‘dAmi,’ ‘ grihnAmi, ‘agnin vihara,’ etc., 
etc.,’ we at once realise that oven the verbal form can serve the purpose 
of recalling certain actions ; and hence we come to the conclusion that the 
words of the Mantras are to be used in the sacrifice. Because in the per¬ 
formance of actions, it is necessary that there should be a recalling (or 
remembering) of certain things ; and inasmuch ns this recalling cannot be 
done by any means other than Mantras (mV/e Muutradhikaiana AdhyAja 
I) we find it only accomplished by such mantras as have no other 
function. That is to say, at the time of the performance of a sacrifice, 

nothing can be duly performed, unless it is duly remembered ; and thus 
the recalling of certain things being absolutely necessary, it would stand 
in need of a fit means of its accomplishment; and it would begin to 
take up such means as either the recalling of the words of the injunctive 
BrAhmana pa.ssage, or the recalling of what has been performed in the 
preceding moment, or the remembering of the Kalpasiltra bearing on the 
point, or the recalling of the very sentence which gave the first idea of 
that action, or a certain witnessing priest chiefly employed for that pur¬ 
pose. Consequently when, at such a time, it is found that there are cer¬ 
tain mantras mentioned in the context, which have no other purpose to 
servo,—and which are taken along with the injunctive sentence, with a 
vague general notion that something might be done by them,—and it is 
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realiserl tliat these mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required 
for the purpose of reminding,—we come to infer, on the strength of Lifiga 
and Context, a Srnti passage laying down the employing of these mantras ; 
and then tliese come to serve tlio purpose of simple Denotation. And il is 
also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as recalled by 
tliese mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Now we have to explain the Bhasya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana. The assertion of the Blnl^ya—“Na, 
asaki'iclapyuchchrirane tatparyut”—does not refer to the fact of the Action 
havnng been already enjoined elsewhere. What it means is that on 
account of the presence of the word “ yat,” the verb in the mantra dis¬ 
tinctly says that the mantra speaks of something laid down elsewhere. If 
the verb, with the words ‘ yat ’ etc., be uttered even a hundred times, it 
can never, by itself, give rise to any idea of an ApQrva ; and it is on account 
of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down elsewhere. 

Prahhakara’s view of this Adhikarana is thus expressed in the 
Bfihati: 

From tlie very nature of mantras it is clear that they cannot lie 
taken as injunctions;—being, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of 
injunctive word ; also because all mantras are found, either syntactically 
or by direct declaration, or by indirect implication, constructed along with 
other passages, which are injunctions. So if the niantras themselves were 
to enjoin another action, there would bo two actions enjoined by what is 
practically only one ‘sentence.’ Nor are the mantras found to contain 
any praise or deprecation; so they cannot be taken as Arthav^da. 
With all this, liowever, the mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely 
meaningless or useless ; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must 
serve some purpose, must have some meaning, expressing something that 
is needful In the actions prescribed by the injunctive passages. 


Adhikarana VII.—{Definition of Mantra). 

sOtRA II. 1. 82, 

u n 

Tachcliodakesu, tending to that. »j?afra5r Mantrakhya, the name 
mantra is applied. 

32. The name Mantra is applied to those that serve 
the purpose of denoting things connected with prescribed 
actions.—32. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Tlie preceding Sutra containing tlje word ‘ Mantra’ leads the author 
to define the Mantru. The definition Ijerein provided is tliat it is a name 
given to those Vedic passages which indicate things connected with the 
performance of actions. All the commentators are, however, agreed that 
this definition is only a tentative one, put fonvard for the sake of con¬ 
venience, and no precise definition of mantra is possible. Later writers 
have souglit to define it as the instrument of offering. But the substances 
offered, tlie various implements used, and such oilier accessories of the sac¬ 
rifice are all as much instruments of ofl’ering as the mantras. It is for this 
reason that the more logical writers oiiMiimunsa Jiave contented themselves 
with explaining iiiantru as a name including ‘ all those Vedic passages to 
which the leaivned men apply that name,’ says Prabhakara, 

With regard to the definition given by the Sutra Kumarila remarks 
that it has been given liei e for the sake of tei'seness ; specially because it is 
thus that it is spoken of among teachers and pupils; and also because 
it applies to nearly all Mantras. 

The Blifisya on page 126 enumerates tlie difTerent kinds of mantras. 
For the various divisions and sub-divisions of tlie mantras the reader is 
referred to my Prablidkara School of Pdrva Mimdmsd, pp. 113-115. 

Adhikarana VIJL—{Definition of Brdhmana). 

sflTRA II. l. 88, 

%% ^ese, to the rest, Brahmanasabdah, the name Hrahmana, 

33. To the rest of the Veda the name ‘ Brahmana’ is 
applied.—33. 

COMMENTARY, 

'I'he definition of the Mantra leads on to the definition of the Brilli- 
inana. The Veda has been defineil as the collection of Mantras and Flrah- 
nianas. Of these, tliose to which the learned apply tlie name ‘ mantra ’ are 
Mantras, while all the rest, to which they also apply the name ‘vidhi’ 
are Brahmanas the Artlivadas and the Nilinadlieyas are also incliuled 
under these latter p—BrAhmaua proper being the name applied to the 
injunction, and the Artiiavada and Namadheya passages being included 
under that name, by reason of their always, in some way or the other, 
subserving the injunctions along with which they are construed. 

The various kinds of BiAhmanas are enumerated in the Bhn^ya 
on page 1 27 ; and for other classifications the reader is referred to iny 
enihhakara School of Purva-Munansa, page 111. 
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AdhiJcarana IX .— (Modified Mantras are not mantras}. 

sOtra n-i-8.|. 

% ftwrt n ii 

Anamnatesu, to those that are not found in the Veda. 
Amanlratvam, the character of mantra cannot belong. ^r^irTJ’ AmnAtesu, 
with refeience to sentences found in the Veda Hi, because. 

VibhAgati, distinction. 

34. The character of mantra does not belong to what 
is not found in the text of the Veda. Because the aforesaid 
distinction applies only to such passages as are actually 
found in the Veda.—34. 

COMMENTARY. 

Ill the case of the recitation of certain passages it is necessary to make 
certain modifications in the original words of tlie passage, e.g., the mantra 
‘ Agriaye nirvapami ’ has to be changed ‘ into SflryAya nirvapami,’ when 
the offering is made to iSiirya instead of to Agni. Into the text of certain 
mantras it is necessary to introduce tlie name of tlie sacrificer and also tlie 
names of his Pravara Now the question arises as to whether on 

the introduction of the foreign elements the mantras cease to be mantras. 

The Purvapak?ja \dew is that, fulfiling as they do the conditions of the 
definition laid down in sutra 32, they must be regarded as mantra. The 
Sicldhunta is that even though tlie passages signify things connected with 
the performance, yet they cannot be regarded as mantras; as the dofinitions 
of Mantra and Brahmana are held by all learned men to apply to only those 
passages that form the actual text of the Veda. 


In connection witli this Adhikarnna, Kumfirila raises the further ques¬ 
tion—when only one word in a mantra is modified, does the wliole mantra 
cease to he mantra? or only that part of it which lias been altered ? The 
Purvapaksa view on tills point is that the entire mantra ceases to bo 
mantra; as the name ‘mantra’ is applied to a certain aggregate of vowels 
and consonants arranged in a particular order; so that as soon as the 
slightest alteration is made in the text, that order becomes changed and 
the name can no longer be applicable. The Siddlianta is thus laid 
down in tlie Tantravilrtika : — 

It is only the modified portion that ceases to be mantra; because the 
generic form of the mantra having been ascertained to exist in a certain 
sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear by a mere 
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excess or diininatiori in a cei'tain part of it. For in; tance, when a swe]]- 
ing appears on the neck of the cow, or when its liorns liave disappeared, 
it does not entirely cease to be a ‘ cow ; ’ and the reason of this is tliat 
there are other parts of its body that are enough to show tliat it belongs 
to the class * cow and we find that so long as even a part of the original 
body remains,"^the wliole body is recognised as the same, fn the same 
manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that the cliaracter of a mantra 
manifested by the presence of a number of vowels and consonants 
arranged in a definite order, does not entirely disappear on the sliglitest 
modification made in it. 

For instance, tliere are many cases where the change of a letter or 
its deletion or some niodificatit)n in the accent, is actually laid down in 
the scriptures, and certainly when these changes liappen to be made in a 
mantra, it does not cease to 1)6 a Mantra; e.g,, —(1) We have the direc¬ 
tion in the Veda ‘Airam kftvodgeyam ’ (the mantra slionld be recited 
after the word ‘gira ’ has been changed into ‘ ira’j; (2) though a ceitain 
mantra has three accents at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet 
it is laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the perfor¬ 
mance of sacrificos, and in neither of these two cases, do people cease 
to think of the mantras, thus modified, iis mantras. 


Adhikarana X—{Definition of Rik). 

sOTHA II-i-85. 

qW55RFTT II II 

?T5tf Tesam, among tliem, ^ Rig, iliose are called Rik. m Yatrn, 
wherein, Ai tliavasena, in accordance with the meaning. ijRsawWI 

Psdavyavastlid, division into metrical feet. 

35. Among the mantras those are called ‘ liik’ wherein 
there is division into metrical teet in accoidance with the 
limitations of the meaning. o5. 

COMMENTARY. 

Mantras have been classed vmder three heads liik, Sarnaii and 
Yajuij. Though the definition of the various classes of mantras lias got 
no direct connection witli tlie subject-matter of the .Xdliyaja, yet the 
Siltras treat of them, because a consideration of tliese is connected with 
tire mantras, a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with 
tlie question as to their primary or secondary character. 

Though tlie Sutra defines the Hlk as that where tlie division into 
feet is in accordance witli meaning, tlie commentators are agreed on the 
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point tlint division into feet is tlie only essential condition, and that the di¬ 
vision sliould bo in accordance with the meaning is added only by way 
of illustration, e.g., in the case of the Hik ‘ Agnih purvebhih, etc.,’ there 
is no verb in the first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed 
within it, the division into feet in this case is in accordance with the 
metre, and not the meaning. 

Thus then, on this point the conclusion is that the name Rik is 
applied to those mantras that are divided into feet, that is, certain -well- 
defined parts, each consisting of a definite number of syllables ; and are 
called on that account by such prosodial names as Ga 5 ^atri, Tri^tup, etc. 


Adhikarana XI—-(The Definition of Sdnian). 

sOTRA II-i-86. 

II \i. II 

iftffjg Gitisu, to music. tarwreJlT S.lmdkliyft, the name SSman. 

36. (Among mantras) the name ‘ Saman ’ is given to 
the music.—36. 

COMMICNTARY. 

The word‘Saman ’ does not strictly apply to the mantras them¬ 
selves ; it is applied to the imisic to which certain mantras are set, and not 
to the words; hence a mantra can be cfdled ‘ Saman ’ only when it is 
set to music and sung .as such (Mini. Sd. Vll. ii. 1 to 21). Thus one 
and the same mantra set to different kinds of music, becomes known 
under different names—such as ‘ Rathantara,’Bi'ihat and the like. This 
setting to music is regarded as a sainskAra, a purification of the mantras. 
(Mim. S(l. IX. ii. 3 to 13j and as such owes its origin to the singer, and 
in so far it cannot be regarded as Veda proper, which is independent of 
all sources, human or divine. For instance, the syllables 4hau, etc., that 
are added to the mantras by the exigencies of music, are by no means 
fixed ; they depend upon the singer, who may or may not use a certain 
syllable or sets of syllables (Mhn. Sii. IX. ii. 29.) In the case of all man¬ 
tras. where they are used as praise, they must be used in their Sflman 
form, that is set to music and sung; as the praise pleases more, if it is sung 
than when it is merely recited (IX. ii. 30-31). Sfimans are divided into 
several kinds, the division being based upon the different methods of 
singing; for instance, the Bribat S9,man is to be sung with force and 
very loudly, while the Rathantara is to be sung neither loudly, nor 
with force (Mini. Sh. TX. ii,,4t).) 
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Adhikarana XII—(Definition of Yajus). 

sOtRA II-i-87. 

\\ ^vs i 



jjese, to the rest. Yajuh^abfiah, the name Yajus. 

37. To mantras other than those specified the name 


‘Yajns’ is given.—37. 


COMMENTARY. 

The name ‘ Yajus’ is given to all those mantras that are neither 
arranged in regular feet nor set to music. 

From the very detinition of the Itik it would follow that there can be 
no metre in the Yaju? mantras. But Pingala in his Chhandah-siltra says 
that there are metres in these also. That this is a later innovation is 
proved by the fact that true ‘ Vodic authority’ is not accepted by many old 
writers (Karka, for instance) to belong to those Yaju.s-niantras that are 
differentiated by metres; and that even those who accept their authority 
(for instance, Dcvayajhika) assert that there is no metre in many Yajus 
mantras, on account of the number of syllables in them not being fixed. 
Herein may be found an orthodox authority for the view propounded by 
Western Orientalists, that the metrical portions of the Yajurveda are com¬ 
paratively modern. 


Adhikarana XlII—(Nigada is included in Yajus). 

sOTRA [r-i-38-15. 

^ n II 

Nig.id.rb, the Nigada manira. qi Va, verily, Chaturthani, the 

fourlh. Syat, should be. M'fftW'ITW Dharmaviiiesat, because of its peculi.ir 

character. 

38. “ The Nigada should he regarded as the fourth 

kind of mantra, because of its peculiar character.”—38. 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some mantras to which the name ‘ Nigada’ is given. With 
regard to these the question arises as to whether these are included under 
Rik, or Saman or Yaju? or they form a class apart by tliemselve. The Pdrva- 
pakija view is that these must be regarded as entirely distinct, because their 
characteristics are entirely distinct from those of the other three kinds ; e.g., 
they have no metre, so they cannot be Rik ; not being set to music they 
cannot be S/lman ; lastly, inasmuch as they are intended to be addressed to 
otl'.er persons they have to be recited loudly, whereby they have to be 
distinguished from the Yajus? mantras, which are laid down as to be 
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recited quietly. For these reasons the Nigada must he regarded as 
the fourth class of mantras. 

II ^5. II 

VyapadcfiSat, because of its different name, nsf Cha, also. 

39. ‘‘ Also because of its having a disinct name.” 

—39. 

COMMENTARY. 

Another reason for regarding the Nigada as a distinct kind of 
mantra lies in the fact that it is named differently from all other mantras. 

WT u ^ o II 

YajOnisi, mantras, qrr Va, but. rr?;5^q*?^rr? TadrQpatvAt, because they 
liave the same form as that. 

40. Bui the Nigadas must be regarded as Yajus, 
because they have the same form as that.—40. 

COMMENTARY. 

The SifldbAtita is that Nigada must be taken as included under the 
class ‘Yiiju?’, because its form is exactly like that of the Yaju?. Being 
lilce this lattter, devoid of both metre and music. Then, again, the Veda 
itself ill the passage—‘ Abe budhiiiya mantram me gopaya richo samilni. 
yajiiriisi’—speaks of only three classes of mantras ; which shows that 
there can be no justification for assuming a fourth class, in tlie shape of 
the Nigada. 

II II 

Vachan^t, because they are intended to be addressed to others, 

Dharniabittcsah, the peculiar qualification. 

41. It is on account of the fact that the Nigada is 
meant to be addressed to others that the peculiar qualifica¬ 
tion of it is mentioned.—41. 

COaMMENTABY. 

Among the Yaju§ mantras there are some whose words distinctly 
indicate that they are to be addressed to others by way ol direction. 
From this it naturally follows that they should be lecitetl loudly, and not 
quietly like the ordinary Yajus mantras. 

II II 

Arthat, because a distinct purpose is served, Cha, also. 

22 
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42. Also because a distinct pi 
being addressed to other persons.)—42 

COMMENTARY. 


There is a distinct purpose served by the addressing, to other per¬ 
sons, of sucli sentences as ‘ Agnid vihara,’ etc.: Uules.s these were addressed 
to other peeple, the action of ‘ walking ’ round the tire by the Agnidhra 
priest would not be accomplished ; and there would be no use of adress- 
ing, unless it were done loudly enough for others to hear ; it is for this 
reason tltat the particular qualification ‘ loudness ’ is mentioned. It is in 
this way too that the etymology of the word ‘ Nigada ’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘ quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajus), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action ; and hence we take 
that injunction to refer to the Yajus other than the Nigadas. 


n II 

Gu^^rtha^l, tor the purpose of expressing qualification, 
Vyapade^SalJ, name, 

43. Tlie different iiuine is only for the purpose of ex¬ 
pressing the particular qualification.—43. 


COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged in sfltra 39 that the Nigada must be regarded as 
ditlereut from the Yajus, because it lias a different name. The answer to 
this is that the difference in name is to be explained as being similar to the 
assertion heed the Brahmanas with curd, and the ParivrAjakas with 
milk,’ where the Parivrnjakas also are BrAhmanas, but with a particular 
qualification. So in the case in question also, the Nigadas are Yaju§, 
but with this qualification, that tliey are to he uttnred loudly. 

II II 
II ay II 

Sarvesam, to all. hi Chet, if this be urged ( 44 .) 

»1 Na, not so. Rigvyapade^at, because of their being distinctly 

named Hik. ( 45 *) 


44 . If it be urged that the name ‘ Nigada’ .Yould apply 
to all mantras. —44. 

4o. Our reply is that this cannot be; as they are 
distinctly named as Rik.—45. 
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COMMENTARY. 



An objection is raised :—If the \Tord ‘Nigada’ be explained 
us that which is recited loudly (‘Nigadyate'), tlien all mantras would 
become Nigadas (because the Rik and the Sarna mantras also are recited 
loudly); hence the name cannot be said to be for the purpose of 
expressing a particular property/’ 

Sdtra 45 supplies the answer to the aben^e objection :—“ There can 
bo no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find Vedic texts 
laying down in certain cases the use of the liik, after having denounced 
the Nigada (as for instance, in the sentence ‘ AyajyA vai nigaddh’). And 
If both Rik and Nigada were the same, tlien these texts would enjoin the 
same thing that they have denounce 1, and this is an impossibility. Nor 
is there any incongruity in the signification of tlie root ‘ gada because 
what it does is to denote a particular property of sentences that have the 
character of the Yajus (and as such it coidd not apply to the Rik and 
the Sama).” 


Adhikarana XJV.—Definitioji of one sentence'^ or 
Syntactical Connection. 
sDtra II. i. 46. 





w 


Artliaikatvat, being expressive of a single idea, Ekam, one. 

Vak 3 ’’ani, sentence. SakAuchet, if found wanting, r^vrrit VibhAge, 

on being taken severally. SyAt, should be 

46. So long as a single idea is expressed by number of 
words, which on being separated are found to be wanting 
in expressiveness, they should be taken as forming one 


sentence. — 46. 


COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana lays down the principle of Syntactical Connection. 
Botli Prabhakara and Kumarila take this principle as applying to the Yaju§ 
mantras only ; as the extent of the Rik and the Snma is fixed respectively by 
the metre and the music. The principle may be thus stated :—When a 
number of words are found to be such that when construed collectively, 
they are expressive of a single idea,—and when taken severally they are 
not expressive of any idea being short of some necessary syntactical 
factor,—these words must be regarded as forming a single sentence. As 
an example we have the following :—^In connection with the Darrfa-PQrna- 
nafea sacrifices, we read the sentence ‘ Devasya tv4 savituh prasave— 
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aiivinorbflbiibhyara—pusno liasUbhyain a^naye justam nirvapftini' (Sata- 
patha Br., I. 1,2. 17). Hero we find four distinct parts, each of which might 
be takeii as an indopeiKierit sentence and mantra, unless we had something 
to show that the whole must be taken and used as a single sentence and 
Mantra. This something vve have in the form of the principle in consider- ’ 
ation. If we take the first part—clevasya tvA. savituh—we find that it 
^ does not express any idea, being Wanting in the verb; similarly with each 
of the otlier parts wo find that it is wanting in some integral syntactical 
factor ; the last part also ‘ agnaye ju^tam nirvapdrni'—though otherwise 
complete, is found to be in need of an instrumental nominative in connec¬ 
tion with the passive past participle ‘ ju^tarn ’ ; we further observe that 
if we take the whole together, it expresses the single idea of the nir- 
vapa, or preparation, of something resorted to or accepted by the arms of 
tlie Arfvins and the hands of Pu§an. 

There is a difference of opinion among the followers of KumSrila 
as to the exact me«aning of the word * artha ’ (translated above as idea) in 
I the Siitra. Pavthasarathi Mitira takes it to mean purpose; and tlius 
i according to him, all the words, phrases and clauses that serve a-single 
I purpose are to be regai’ded as ‘ one sentenced SometJvara Bhatta, on the 
i other hand, in his NayA.yasii(lha takes it in the sense of idea. Accord- 
I ing to Prabh'^kara, ‘artha’ here means the ‘ reminding ’ or ‘ indicating 
i of what is to be done ’ ; and he distinctly favours the Mitira view, speci¬ 
ally as being an Anvitabhidbaiiavndin, he could not very v/ell accept 
the words to have any meaning apart from the other words; hence he 
says that the word ‘ artha ’ must mean ‘ prayojana ’ or purpose ; as this 
is the most important factor, and all words must be related to the 
most important factor (See Brihati, p, 51.) 

The above embodies the Siddluinta. The Pilrvapak§a view is that in 
the sentences cited above even deficient sentences should be regarded as 
full sentences, as even a single word is capable of affording some meaning. 


Adhikarana XV.—The defmition of '^distmet sentences^' or 
Syntactical Disjunctions, 

sOTRA it. i. 47. 

II a 

Samesu, when il>e sentences are equal, Vakyabhedah, distinct 

sentences, w-l Syat, should be. 

47. When all tlie sentences are equally independent of one 
another, each should be regarded as a distinct sentence. —47. 
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With regard to bucIt Tnaiitms as—(1) “ Ilie tvn-■-I'^rjo tvA. etc.’; (2) 

“Ayuryajiiena kalpatAm prAiio j'ajiiena, kalpatftin^^^etc., ’ tlio question arises 
as to whetlier tlie entire mantra is to be regarded as one sentence, or every 
syntactically complete part is to be regarded as a distinct mantra. The 
Pilrvafiaksa view is that the reciting of a mantra produces only an in* 
visible result; consequently the less the number of mantras the less the 
number of assumed invisible results ; so that it is far more desirable to 
t ike the whole as one mantra rather than regard it as composed of as many 
distinct manti'as .as there are syntactically complete parts in it. ^ Tlie Sid- 
dhanta view is that so long as a number of words expresses a complete 
idea independently of other words, there can be no justification for taking 
them as component parts of another sentence. 

This Adhikarana lays down the principle of Viikyabheda or Syntacti* 
cal Split. This principle, an antithesis of the foregoing, may be tlius 
stated When a number of words are found to be suclt that when each 
word, or set of words, taken severally, independently of others, is equal¬ 
ly capable of expressing one complete idea, each of these should be 
regarded as a distinct sentence. For instance, in the passage,—Ayur- 
yajnena kalpatam—prano yajnena kalpattim, etc. (Vajas, Sam. P-21), 
each part is a distinct sentence, complete in itself, because it expresses a 
complete idea,independently of the other. That this construction is the 
correct one is also proved by the Vedic junction ‘ klriptirvAchayati ’ wliero 
the passage in question is spoken of by the name ‘ klriptih in the plural, 
which shows that the passage contains as many distinct sentences as there 
are repetitions of the word ‘ Kalpattim ’ in it. This principle applies, not 
only to cases where the words of the mantras are found to be construable, 
but alsd to those cases where, even though the words actually present in the 
mantra are such as not allowing of separate construction, yet such words 
arf added to the mantra, under proper authority. For instance, in the 
mantra— Ikhe tvojre, etc. f Vajas, Sam. 1. 1),—we find that the mantra as it 
stands, is not capable of being broken up into many sentences; but in 
connection with tbe several parts of this pa.s8age we meet with such 
Vedic injunctions as ‘ with the words firje he washes it ’ and so forth 
(vide Satap.atha Br. 1, 1, 6, 6; 1, 7, 1, 2; 4, 3, 1, 1, 7); on the authority 
of these injunctions then, it becomes necessary to supply to the mantras 
such words as ‘ chhinadmi ’ and ‘ anumarjtni ' and so o!v; and with tliese 
supplied, each of the several parts of the passage becomes a complete 
sentence, expressing a complete idea—such as—(1) ‘0 palatfa branch, I 
am cutting thee for the obtaining of desirable food,’ and (2) ‘ I am washing 
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thee for the obtaining of strength,’ and so forth. In connection with 
this, however, it may be noted that a single cannot be broken up 

into many sentences without sufficient authority. AVe had such authority 
in both the cases cited above. This ‘ syntactical split,’ as it has been 
called, is permissible only in very rare cases; in fact, not until it is shown 
that no other construction is possible,—either in view of the structure 
of the sentence itself, or in virtue of some direct injunction necessitating 
such split; and tlio reason for this is that in cases where the nature of the 
sentence is .such that it admits of being taken as a single sentence, if 
wo do have recoume to ‘syntactical split,’ we incur the responsibility of 
abandoning the natural syntactical construction without any authority ; 
and further, where the sentence, taken as a single mantra, would lead to 
a sirrgle transcendental result, we—by forcing tlie syntactical split—make 
it necessary to assume a number of such results preceding froin each of 
the different mantras into which the original passage may be split up, 
And in a case where we have no direct injunction necessitating the syntac¬ 
tical sj^l it—and where the split necessitates the addition of more words,— 
those Words, being supplied by ourselves without the authority of the 
Vedic injunction, cannot be regarded as ‘ Veclic’; and hence the mantra 
containing those non-Vedic words would no longer remain ‘ mantra ' in 
the proper sense of the term. 

To this principle we have a corollary" to the effect that, when diffe¬ 
rent parts of a mantra are found by their implication to be meant for 
serving distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a distinct 
sentence. For instance, in the mantra—Syonante sadavanknnoTni...tasmin 
sida (Taitti. Bralitnaiiu, 3, 7, 5, 2 ; and Milnava i^ruutasutra 1. 2. 6. 19),— 
we lind that the first part, by its meaning, is intended to be employed 
in the act of preparing the ‘seat’ for the cake, while tlie last part, in the 
same manner, for that of actually keeping the cake upon that‘seat’; 
hence the passage is regarded as containing two distinct mantras. This 
has been called ‘syntactical split due to difference in use ’ (see Bfiliati 


Ms., p. 79 h). 


Adhikarana XVI—Anusangadhikarana : Eliptical 


Extension. 
sCttra n. i. 48. 



Anusangah, eliptical extension, Vakyasamaptih, niechod 

of completing the sentence. Sarvesu, to all. Tulyayogitv»^t, 

being applicable. 
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48. Eliptical Extension serves to complete the sent 
ence, as it is equally applicable to all.—48. 

COMMENTARY. 


This Adhikaranu embodies what has been called the principle of 
Eliptical Extension. In many Yaju^ passages it is fonnd that there are 
several sentences that stand in need of a certain word or phrase or 
clause, while the whole Vaju.^ contains onlj^ one such word or phrase 
or clause ; in such cases it would appear, and has been held, as the Purva- 
paksa, that this word, phrase or clause is to be coxistrued and used along 
with only that one of the several sentences wliich happens to be nearest 
to it, and the lacuna? in the other sentences are to be filled up by means 
of words borrowed from ordinary parlance; and it is the possibility of 
this construction that the present principle precludes. By this principle 
the word, phrase or clause is to bo used along with every one of the 
sentences, provided that every one of these is of the same type and form ; 
and the reason for this is that the intervention of a similar sentence 
does not become an obstacle to syntactical connection. As for example, 
we have the passage —‘yh te agne ayitsy^ tanurvarsistlnd gahvuire§th4 
ugram vacho apa.vadlrittvei?Amnp!5vadhit svalnt—yA te agne rajAsayA. 
yil te agne liarAsaya (Vajas. Sam. 5-8; and Satapatha Br., 3. 4. 4. 23). 
Here by the principle above stated, the clause (tanuh ..svaliA) has to 
be repeated along with ‘ ya te ague rajAsayA, as also witli yA te agne 
haras-ayA ; and its connection does not cease only with yA te ayahsayA. 
In this example the clause to be connected with different sentejices, forms 
the principal clause in each sentence ; but it does not make any differ¬ 
ence even if the clause in question be a subordinate one. For instance, 
in the passage—chitpatistva punAtu vAkpatistvA punatu—devastvA 
savita punAtu—achchhidrena pavitrena vasoh sffryasya rarfmibhih—(Taitti. 
Sain. 1. 2. 1. 2) the subordinate clause ‘achchhidrena...railmibhih ’ has 
to be taken with each of the sentences ending in ‘ punAtu.’ 

Supplement to Adhikaraita XVT. 


Question ;—The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen¬ 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a certain part 
of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sentences to which 
it could be attached; as, for instance, we have a series of complete 
sentences—chitpatistvA punAtu, VAkpatistvA piinntu, DevastvA savitA 
punAtu ; and at the'end of these we find the words achchhidrena pavitrena. 
And in this case how would this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following : 
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p0rVAPAK8A. 

“ The concluding \vorcl« would have become fully satisfied by being 
construed witli the sentenco that immediately precedes them ; because all 
the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be no 
reason for admitting of ati Anu§a/iga.'’ 

siddhanta. 

To the above we make the [ollowing reply : If the words formed part 
of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, then 
it could be as asserted above. But as it is, they are found to be related 
only to the verb ‘ punAtu and as such they can not hut be construed with 
all the three sentences (as all of them contain the same verb). That is to 
say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in question 
become related to the verb ‘piinf.tu ^ and as this verb is the same in all 
the three sentences the meaning of this also must be the same in all. 
Nor can the dilferenceof nominatives Oitapati, Savitr, etc., make any differ¬ 
ence in that meaning as connected with Oitapati, or VAkpati or Savitpi 
Deva. Nor is the action concerned of purifying) subservient to the 
instrumentality (of achchhidra pavitra) whereby it would rest satisfied with 
its single contact with such instrumentality. Thus then, the instrument 
(achchhidrena pavitrena) being subsidiary to the action (verb punatu), the 
words denoting the iustrumeut will have to be used as often as the verb 
would be used, just as the fuel is used as long as there is cooking. • 

Adhikarana XVIL—Gases lohere Eliptieal Extension is not 

permissihlc, 

sOtRA n. i. 47. 

n ^5. u 

Vyavayat, on account of intervention, ff Na, not, 
Anusajyeta, could be extended. 

49. Where there is an inter\ ention of unconnected 
words, there can be no eliptical extension.—49, 

COMMENTAUY. 

This Adllikaraua is brought in simply by way of a couuter-instance to 
the functioning of mere Proxinity (iti the matter of Aim^abga), As it is found 
that where the intervention is by words not connected with the factor 
to be brought in, we do not accept an Anusafiga in view of the incon¬ 
gruity involved. 

For instance, in tlie case of the sentences (1) ‘Saute VAymv&.tena gach- 
chhatAin (2) Saiijayatraiiaugaui, and (3) Samyajnapatirdsfisa, though the 
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miHsing factor ‘ gachchhatiiin ’ is admitted as forming part of tbe first 
mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the second, be¬ 
cause of the plural number of tlie noun ‘ ahgani ’ (wliicli would take the verb 
‘ gacbcbbantara ’ and not ‘ gaclichhatam ’) ; and thus the factor in cpiestion 
not being equally construable with all the mantras in question it cannot be 
taken along with the third mantra, through the nominative in this, ‘yajna- 
patih,’ is in the singular; and as such quite compatible with the singular 
ol ' gachchliatam.’ ft is on account of the intervention of tlie unconnected 
second mantra, between (1) and (3), that this verb ‘ gachchat/lm ’ is not 
taken with (3). 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and IS) not being found in the Veda, 
we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; hence in both 
of these we supply tlio necessary word, from without. And though the 
word ‘ gachchliantam’ (in the second mantra) and ‘gaclichhatam ’ (in the 
tliiid) are not actually pronounced, j-et tlieir existence must be admitted as 
otlierwise the signification of the sentence would remain incomplete for 
want of a verb. 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anusafiga. 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words form¬ 
ed an ‘ Anusafiga,’ tliey would form a mantra ; and as such, any mistake 
ill the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatoiy 
rites ; wliereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a mantra and hence any mistakes in pi’ormnciation, etc., 
are not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. 

IV) this end it has been declared that, (1) that which Is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of an 
Anusafiga, are counted as having the character of a mantra, wliereas 
all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, can 
never bo recognise<I to have the character of mantras. 

This is the end of the first Piida of Adhyaya IT. 







SECOND ADHYxlYA. 

Second Pada. 

Adhikamna 1.—Difference in the Apurva of snhsidlary 
aacrijlces. Difjerence of Actions based upon the 
difference of toords signifying the action. 
sOtra rr. n. i. 

W % II 

^ab'lAntaro, the word being different. Ivarmabhedah, difference 

of action. KfitanubaiidhatvAt, because of its iKiiiig specially f]nalifieci. 

1. Wlieii there is a different word tliere is a different 
action because it is specially qualified.—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dwelt witli all matters 
coniieoteci, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the sulvject-niatter of the Adhyaya iu the 
shape of the dilTeronce among aetion-s on the ground of tlie difference 
among words, etc. 

And first of all wo take up the differences eanaed by the dilference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most clearly 
the difl'erenco among actions.. In connection with this we shonld liave 
cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or many verbal 
affixes such as yajati, dadati, juhoti, nirvapati, etc. The Bhasya has? 
cited only throe—‘yajati, dadati and juhoti,’ because, iiiasinuch as all 
these denote the giving aioay of sometliing, their significations are all 
akin, and as such they naturally appear to have identical meaning. 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Pih'vapakyi 
introduced in tlie Bhasya, it seems as if the doubt on the point in 
([uestion should also have been expressed in three ways. 

These are:—(1) Do the ilireo Blnlvanas denoted by the throe words 
(j/iyuti, etc.)—bring about a single Apilrva, or three distinct A? 
(2) Do the throe denotations of the three roots (qualify a single B/iarana, 
or three distinct Bhdvamis ? (3) Do the three roots denote a single object 
or three distinct objects. 





n PADA, 7 ADHIKAIUKA, SA. L 


^ As a matter of fact, however, there is only one doubt in connoctiofi 
With tills suliject. Ill the case of tlie three verbs, is there only one 
BMv'Jnd a:s qnalifieil by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a 
distinct Bhavana for tlie denotation of each root? What the word ‘ karma' 
(in tlie siitra) denotes is the Bkdvand as qualified by the denotation of 
the root. And it is the Bkdvand that would bo differentiated by means 
of dilTereiit words, etc. As for the Apfli va, inasinuch as it is not directly 
c.\'pres.sed (ly the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itself, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though tiio 
‘uniUj of three root meanings” .spoken of in the Bhasya is not possible 
in the oa.se of all root-endings, yet it miglit be mentioned, somehow or 
otiier in connection with the roots ‘ijajati,' etc., in question, but in tho case 
of these, though it may bo possible yet much .slims should not be laid 
upon tiiis unity. I'lius then the root-meanings being really different, 
there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in tlie mind of the 
Pdrvapak^t, viz., is tho Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root¬ 
meaning, and as such does it end with each root-meaning ? or are root- 

meanings subserving to the Bhavami, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? 


On this we have the following 


PA rvapaksa (A). 

It is eorijointhj that the root-meaning qualifies the Bhdvand. Inas¬ 
much as the Bha.sya often uses the word ‘Sanmdaya’ (combination)—as 
m the sentence Sammhiya—Schhikirlf itab, ‘ Samudayadikamapfirvam,’ na- 
chiidabdah Hamudayah, etc.—and as it speaks of the ApAroa as one only, 
it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed was that a .sinj/fe 
Apdrca JoUow.‘< from all the. three Bhdcands. And in support of this idea 
the Bhasya brings forward the following argunionts : fii the first instance, 
that which is not seen is concluded to bo non eel ; and also so long as 
(in the absence of the unseen factor) tliere appears no incompatibility 
in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), it is concluded that 
the unseen does not exist; it is only when there is a contradiction 
between the seen and i\m spoken, that we can rightly assume the existence 
of the unseen ; and hence, when tho contradiction is removed by tho 
assumption of only one such unseen factor, there need be no assumption 
of many such factors. It is with a view to this that it has been declared ; 

‘ When there is a contradiction, then alone can an unseen factor be assum¬ 
ed, whereby the seen or the heard wouhl become supported.’ And under 
the circumstances if there were no di fference—on the groiind of simplicity'_ 









misr/}y 
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between the J^SHuinptioii of one and that of many factors, then wo might 
go on assuming /riany factors; but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive 
s’lch a (lilTereiice, hence it must be admitted that a single uriseen ^A'purva 
follows from the combination of the three Bhavauas.” [Thus is Pur\'a- 
paksa A.] 

This statement of the Pilrcapahsa however, is open to the following 
objection : ‘ What is that word that lias laid down the eomhination of 
Bhdvands, whoreh'oin the single Apurva would follow?’ And in view 
of this objection the Bha^sya states tiro Pilrvapah^a somewhat diiToreiitly 
as follows : — 

PAinmpak^a (B). 


The Action laid clown by the tljreo sentences is one only, but various¬ 
ly coloured, like the rainbow, by the denotations of the three roots ; and 
in support of this the following argamonts have been brought forward : 
If we accept this conclusion then it is necessary to make but a slight 
assumption of tlie unseen factor. If the actions are held to be different, 
then it would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
could not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘a single composite 
is meant to be expressed,’—by which it is meant that there are many 
parts of a single action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
*yajuli^ the first part *yaji signifies the sacrifice and the second part 
signifies the and so forth. Some people seem to think that the 

expression ‘Atliava’ in the Bha^ya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
be very well explained in the folhuving maimer: The Blid^ya has 
brouglit forward two sets of arguments in favour of the PiXrvapahf^a ; 
liaving explained the first of these, in the sense of the advantage of 
assuming less of the unseen than what is necessary in the other theory, 
it is only right that it should introduce the second by Athava (or secondly). 
That is to say, tlie sense of tlie BhAsya comes to be this : It is not necessary 
for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other tlieory, of having to 
assume much more of the unseen element, as it is by means of the words 
themselves that we shall prove the BhCwaud to be one only. And it 
proceeds to do this by showing that tliough the first parts of the verbs 
differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have the same affix, 
their denotations are identical. This is what is meant by the sentence (in the 
Bliaf^ya): 'tathd dadatitipurvo ddtatyarthain nttarastanieva hhdvayeditV 
Tlie latter portion of this seems at first sight to mean that the second party 
shows that the object of the Bhdvand is the root-meanmg ; hut this is not 
what is meant ; because it has been shown that in all cases that which 
is denoted by the root can never bo the object of the Bhdvand ; and also 
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^use any such assertiou could never be of any use to the Pdrvapahn. 
In the same manner it cannot be said tlrat tlie root-meaning is described 
by the second part of tlie vei’b. Therefore wo must construe the sentence 
as follows : On the word 'dadati the first part (the root chi;) signifies to 
give ; and the second pai-t (the affix) serves to describe that BhdvanA which 
has been previous!}^ denoted by tlie affix in ^yajeta '—the only purpose of 
this descriptive reiterations by 'dadati' of the previously denoted Bhdvand 
being the connecting of the said BMounct with the denotation of a root 
other than the former {yaji). The same may be said with regard to the 
word *juhoti also. That such is tlie sense of the BhA^ua is also shown 
by the fact that in connection with the word ^yajeta' the ^Bhdyja' does 
not make use of the word 'aniivadati (describes) the only reason wliereof 
being that in this case there is no Bhdvand, previously expressed, tliat 
could be described (by the affix in 'yajeta'). If the Blid^ija had meant 
the denotation of the root to be the object of the Bhdvand tlien this would 
apply to the first verb, as well as to the other two (and thus there could 
be no difference in the way of explaining the signification of the tliree 
verbs); and the i3/ia?ya could not have left off the first verb Cyajeta') 
and made the declaration (of the root denotation being the object of the 
Bhdvand) with regard to the last two only. Consequently we must take 
the Bhdf^ya only as pointing to the singleness of the Bhdvand. Thus 
then, there is a single Bhdvand, and a single Action, in the case in 
cpiestion. 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta : — 

Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the roots, we 
must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case. And wlien 
a Bliavami; has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one root, 
it is not possible for the same Bhavana, to be subsequently qualified by 
others as well. 

That is to say, though the word denoting the Bhavanae is on only 
and its denotation—the Bhavana —forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever tliere is a difference in the qualifying root-denotation, the 
Bhavana must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor, is it possible for 
three root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhavana. Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all of them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhavana) ; and also 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single root-denotation to include 
within itself three root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 
roots, independent of one another, to bo laid down in a single word, for 
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sake of any a(Iix ; because in (lie matter of tlie adapting of affixes 
IVurini uses the word ‘dliatoh' (IlI-i-Dl), where great significance attaches 
to tlie singular number (and this shows that in one word one root can 
be adapted to only one aflix). Nor is it possible for the three verbs to 
form a single sentence : as tliey do not serve the same ]:>iirpose, they do 
not appear incoinphde on being separated (and as such they do not fulfil 
the coinlUions of syntactical unity) ; and it is not xjossible to make a single 
sentenceout of them, by assuming a single A fyurva (as following from 
tliem); because such an assumption has been negatived under Siitra 11-1-47, 
and also because the (liflerence or noii-dilTerence among iVctions is not 
dependent upon a difference or Jion-difTerence among Apilrvas ; as a 
matter of fact it is quite tlie contrary (i.e., the dillerence or non-difference 
of Apnrvas dex>eiuling upon that of Actions). 

Fov these reasons the actions expressed by tlie thi’ee verbs must be 
lield to be different. In suppoit of this we have the following: when a 
piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as red, the mention of blaGh 
could not but bo laken as referi ing to another piece of crystal ; in the 
same manner, when one wnn'd lias spoken of tlie Bhavana as connected 
^vlth one root-denotation, the mention of other roots could not but be taken 
as referring to other Bhavands. 


Adhikarana 11, — I)iff crencc of Actions based upon 
Repetition of the srme icord : as in the case of 

the Samits and other s((crlfices. 

sOtka U. TI. 2. 

w \ n 

Ekasya, of one word. ^ Evam, also. Punahsriitih, repetition. 

Avihiestit, if there were no distinction, Anartluikain, useless, ff Hi, 

as* Syat, weald lie. 

2. The repetition of tho same word also (is a means 
of dilferential ion) ; as because the woni does not lay down 
any specilic particniars the rej)eti(ion Avoiild be useless.—2. 

COiUMKNTAUY. 

We meet witli such sentences in the Veda as: — saniidhoyajati, 
vidoyajati tanunpatamyajati, varhiryajati, swrdnikarain yajati —here we 
(ind each sentence mentioning the Action by means of the same word 
‘yajati/ The question then arises — does the word ‘yajati’ repeated five 
times lay down one Action and one Apurva or five Actions and five 
Apurvas ? 
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The Pflrvapaksa used is tiuis stated in tlie Tantravartika : — 

Tliey iudicale only 0/16 ApQrva ; because as shown in the previous 
Adhikarana, thougli the sigiiilicatiou of the affix be the same, yet a 
difference in tlie roots serves to difl’erentiato the Actions ; wlien, liowever, 
the root also is the same, what would be tliore to point out the Actions to 
be different ? 

Further, on the utterance of tlie first sentence— samidhoyajati~i\n 
idea of the Action ‘yaga* presents itself to the mind ; and hence when the 
same verb is pronounced again, tlio Action denoted by this is at once 
recognised as the same that had previously come to the mi ml ; and as 
such the repetition does not point out any difference in tlie Action. 

The Siddh^nta is that the given words denote fire distinct Actions 
and Apurvas. And tliia on tlie following grounds : — 

The sentences in question occur in connection with the Prayaja 
Scacrifices performed in course of the l.)arj^a Pnrnainasa ; tlu‘ verb ‘yajati ’ 
in these sentences cannot l)e taken as enjoining an original sacrifice, as 
this sacrifice is already laid down by the text laying down tlie original 
Dariia Pilrnamasa. Plach repetition of the word ‘yajati’ therefore, must 
be taken as referring to that original sacrifice;— on this account the 
words ‘ samidhah,’ ‘ tanunputain' and the rest can he taken as laying down 
either tlie materials to bo offered or the deities to whom tlie olhnang is to 
bo made ;— as a matter of fact, however, wo know that both these acces¬ 
sories of tlie original sacrifice are laid down in anotlier sentence, directly 
connected with the primary injunction of the original sacrifice—agneyos- 
takapalobhavati, whore Agni is mentioned as the deity and the cake baked 
on eight pans as the marerial ; —if (lien tlie words ‘ sainidhah’ '^tc., must 
he taken as injunctions of accessories and not in connection w:tli that 
same sacrifice (ami not in connection with five other sacrifices) eacli of them 
must be taken as mentioiiing a distinct deity which would mean (hat (he 
actual action ot Satrrijieiiig ov offering is to bo repeated as many times as 
there are deities montioneii ; — so that each ‘yajati’ stands for a distinct 
act of offering leading to a distinct Apilrva. 

In the above reasoning the vSiddliAnta lias xn-oceeded after admitting 
for tlie sake of argument that the sentences lay rlowii accessories. As a 
matter of fact, liowever, this is not possible : the word ‘ Sainidhah,’ etc., 
ending as they do with accusative cannot be taken as denoting materials 
tube ofiered as has been shown under Sfitra Il-i-ll, 12. Nor again 
can they be taken as mentioning the <leity as will be shown later on umler 
Sutra lX-i-9. Thus in any case the sentence must be taken as laying 
down five distinct Actions and five distinct Apiirvas. 
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Adldkarana III.—Treating of the relation of suhaervieney 
heticeen the Agharaa and the Agneya, etc. 

sOtRAS. II. ii. 3 to 8. 


wi‘ Prakarijam^ tlie context. 3 Tu, verily, Paurijamasyam, to | 

the PaunjmaBi. RApavaolinA-t, none of the details being mentioned. 

3 . The context certainly refers to the Panrnamasi (as 
the principle); sjjecially (vvitii regard to the other sacrifices 
tlie details are not mentioned). —3. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlie present Adhikaranfi lias been introciuceil as dealing with the 
exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adldkarana. 
There are two texts— 

We have the text— ‘yaddgneyiigak’ojxdd' m&varydydm pauriponchyam 
clidehyuto bliavati': and then come the six sentences—(I) ‘ npamiluyajau, 
—(2) f.ghuramagharayati,—(3) AjyabhAganyajati,—(4.) svistakrite sania- 
vadyati,—(5) patnisainyajan ynjati,—(6) saaiistajnijnrjnlioti ; and lastly, all 
these are followed by the text ‘ ya evainvidvAn paurnamasim yajati ya evam- 


vidvan amavdsyatn yajati, &c.’ 


Now the question arises,—do the two verba in the two last sontencea 
lay down two entirely independent actions or do they only i-efer to ilie six 
aotiona that have been laid down by the preceding sentences which go 
to constitute the Darsfa PflrnainAsa sacriOcee. As regards the six 
actions tbe Agneya and the rest tbemaclvca that they arc distinct from 
one another is shown by their difference in their accessories. 


On this point the Furvapakija view is as follows :— 

Inasmuch as all the sacrilices in question are mentioned by differ¬ 
ent words and also by reyetitums of words, they must be all of equal im¬ 
portance. Tliough these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition 
-are not connected directly with the fact of ‘ Equal Importance,’ yet they 
are taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
would indicate), which is also implied in tbe assertion of ‘Equal fmpor- 
lance ’ (as sliovvn above). That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by tbe two 
‘ yajetas ’ are shown to be different from those of the Actions (mentioned 
along with the Dd?wo-/b<niama.M» that are not yaga (but lloma, etc.) by 
the difference in words ; while they are shown to be different from the 
ytyias, by the repetition of the word ‘ yajeta ami hence tliey must all be 
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as of equal importauce. (That is to say, when each ‘ yajeta ’ 

'tions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices mentioned in the passages quoted 
become independent of one another, and as such all equally are primary 
sacrifices.) 

IStor could any special purpose be served by taking the two * yajati's 
in question as mere references to the previously enjoined sacrifices (be¬ 
cause the only purpose that is found to be served by such references is 
the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter of fact we do not 
find any accessories in the shape of materials, etc., mentioned in the 
two sentences in question ; and as such we cannot make tlie injunctive 
potency of these ‘ yajetas ’ give up the function of laying down the actions 
themselves. And thus also oven when the sacrifices enjoined by the) two 
yajatw in question are distinct from the AgneyAy etc., they are found to 
luive distinct forms of their own ; and hence they must he admitted to be 
distinct actions; and as sucli, there being nothing to show that the results 
follow from the six primaries Agneyti and the rest only, (because the only 
sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ ya cmriy etc., which 
however has been shown to be the injunction of a distinct sacrifice al- 
togetheiV, the character of the primary belongs equally to all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the various sentences quoted (i.^., to the Prayaja, etc., the 
Agham, etc., as well as to the Agneya, etc). 

The Pflrvapaksa to this Adhikarana lias also been stated in the 
following somewhat different form :— 

We admit that the sacrifices are distinct ; but we cannot admit of 
the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. Because 
the names ^ Amavasya ’ or ‘ Darka ’ and * PauriianiAsi ’ would apply only to 
some of the sacrifices, and not to all ; and tho result is spoken of as follow¬ 
ing from these that are qualified by these names ; and as such there can 
bo no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. That is to say, tho 
words ‘ jDaria ’ and * Paiirnamdsa^ denote sacrifices with a qualification 
fthat of being named by tlieso words); and as from tho sentence—* Daria 
paimitamasahliyAm svargakdmd yajeta '—it is clear that it is only from such 
qualified sacrifices that the particular result could follow, we must take 
these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all otlier sacrifices mentioned 
along with them (and without any distinct results of their own) must ho 
accepted as the 8ubsidiarie.s of these two. It may be noted that this 
second Pitrvapak.^a is at variance witli the Siddhanta only as regards the 
difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ^yajetas' from the primary 
sacrifices of the Daria Paiiniamdsa. Tho final form of Pilrvapaksa :s 

o 



men- 





misT/fy 



pdBVA-UtMAMSA^Rl^TRAS. 21 ADIIYAYA. 


%L 


ply that inasmucli as the appUcatioa of the names Dam aud laiu- 
uanitea (lop ends upon tlio signification of the ro(jt ‘ yaji all the sacn ice 
in question must be I.elcl to be equally primary. 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta 
The words ‘yajeta' in these sentences, or the words ‘Amc\va!?ya axil 
‘P axivnamAa' do not denote aacri/icc in oeneral ; nor do you (we hold the 

sentences to lay down two independent sacrifices) admit of these words 

pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Then all that you can do is o 
make them lay down two independent sacrifices. But in that case, inas¬ 
much as the details (material deity, etc. ) of these sacrifices are not men¬ 
tioned, no one would he found to perform them ; and hence the sentence 

would become wliolly futile. If, however, they arc taken as refmTing u 
the sacrifices mentioned in the text, then the materials and the deities 
of all these sacrifices, as also the particular points of time at winch t ley 
Inrve to be performed, being found to be duly mentioned, the full form 
of tho Bacrifices becomes known ; and as such tbe sentence becomes 
utilised in pointing out the time at which they should he performed. 

It lias been argued above that the material and the Deny of the .four 
sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. But though it is true that the 
common material, Dhruva, might he taken as the material employed, 
vet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity,- the sacn lice remains 


as indistinct as over; i c i 

Nor it is possible for the Deity to oe irulicatecl by tlie words of ttie 
maniras employed ; because the maxitras in question are^distinctly pointed 
out, by the order in which they occur, to belong to the AjyayahMgas. 

For these reasons there can he no Injunction of the Deity, through 
tho sentences brought forward ; because these have been shown to have no 
connection with tlie matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be enjoined 
by the sentence ‘Ta cwtm, etc.,' not having its details of material and Deity 
clearly mentioned, it cannot he ltdeen as one different from those previorisly 
laid down. The result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the comjmite lohole, all the sacrifices other than these 
nmst'’bc taken as subsidiary to them (tho ro.rmer ones the Agnej’a and 
the rest, being taken as the Primary Sacrifices, and as such they are not 
all of ‘equal importance.’ 

Yisosa Darianat Cha, also because we find peculiar quantity. 
Sarvcsilm, of all. Sainesu, if equal, fif Hi because. Wn: Apravrttih, they 
could not appear in them, Syfit, would be. 
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Also because we find a peculiarity (in the shape 


of the appearance of the subsidiary Prayaja in the modifica¬ 
tions of the Primaries) (we cannot hold all to be equally 
Primaries) because tliey (the Prayajas) could not appear in 
them (the modifications) if all were equal—4. 

COMMENTARY. 


If the Bacrifices inonlionod by the seritences ^ ya erdni etc,' were dis¬ 
tinct fi’orn all others, then the Aghara and tlie otlier subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and, hence, in accordance with the Sutra VIlhi-20 
the snbsidary PraydjaSj etc., also, like the Agneya and the other Pri¬ 
maries, would enter into tho instrumental factor (in the bringing about 
of tho principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to 
supply tlie want of the inetliod in tho BliAvatia (hringing about) of the 
nu)clitioation3 of the Pj'iinary, which has its Instrument or means already 
laid down ; and as such these modifications would no longer take into 
themselves these PraySjas, etc.; they are actually found to bo taken up 
by these modifications ; as otherwise we could not have a text enjoining 
*Knp,iala' as tho material to be used at the Praydja^ 'when 'performed 
in Goniiection tvkh the modifications. 

Consequently in order to establish tlie fact of the Prayaja^ etc., being 
subsidiary to the Agneya and the rest, wo must take the two sentences 
in rpiestioM as referring to the previously mentioned sacrifices. 


u 

Gvu.iastu, accessories. J^riiti sarhyogilt, hecauso of direct men¬ 


tion. 


5. Objection: “The sentences (Yadagneya, etc.) lay 
down accessories, because of the direct mention (of the root 
‘yaji’ in the other sentences).”—5. 


COMMENTARY. 

If we accept dialinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
‘ya cvarn, etc.' then we have the following advantages; (1) The singular 
number in the word ‘p(iuri}<imAsim because quite explicable with reference 
to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
!>)' the word, of tho composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these sentences 
as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, 111 . 2 . : tlie root‘yayi’is found 
to be directly inentionad, and it is not necessaiy to infer it from the 
mention of the Deity (as yon have got to do in the case of holding tlie 
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Injunction to lie in the sentence ^ijadagneya,' etc,). (3) In your case the 
sacrifices enjoined by these inferred ^yajis' being more than one, their 
Apilrvas would also be more than one and thus in comparison with, the 
process of taking the sentences as .referring to the beforementionecl 
sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far more 
advantageous. As for the appearing of the Praydjas in tlie modifictions 
(urged in the preceding Sutra) it can be explained, either by q\ialifyiug 
the injunction of in the perforjnance of the Praytfjas in the 

modifications, by adding tlie condition ‘ in such cases when there are sen¬ 
tences that must be taken as Auuvdda, or by taking it as laying down a 
material for the Praydja occurring in the primary itself. 

^ iopsHT ft 

H i II 

\ 

ChodanA, injunction. ^ Va, but. GuijAnAm, of accessories, 

Yugapat, simultaneously, srorm SastrAt, by the scripture. Chodite, lieing 

declared, fif Hi, because. TadarthatwAt, for the sake of accessories, 

TO TO Tasya tasya, with each. UpAdi^iyat, would be enjoined. 

6 . Reply : But they are Injunctions ; as otherwise 
many accessories would he declared simultaneously by the 
scripture, because if they appeared after the sacrifices had 
been enjoined then their such appearance could be only for 
the sake of' the accessories and as such we would have to 
admit of an injunctive word with each accessoiy.—6. 

COMMENTARY. 


The sentences ‘yadagtieya,' etc., cannot be taken as laying down the 
accessories of the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ ya exAm, etc’ Be¬ 
cause it is a well j-ecognised rule that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence) we cannot lay down more than 
one accessory with regard to it; as it is only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a nnniber of accessories could be laid 
dovA'ii by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhdvand because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by otbei- means. And so long as this Bhuvavd is not 
fully equipped witli all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the 
Hoot and the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries 
of the sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this 
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has been fully laid down, the Irijunction is not complete. And it so 
happens that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of 
the auxiliaries that are recognised as constituting the lactors of the 
BhfivanA —this inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the 
said auxiliaries,—then it is that the BMvand comes to be specified by 
tliose specifications which are implied by the instrumental case-endings 
found in the same sentence, and which also are on the look out lor tho 
Bhivand (as the object to be specified). And in the case of each word, 
the Class, Oemler and ‘Nnniher, that belong to an object,—all tlieso come 
to be recognised, by moans of tJie direct signification of the particular case¬ 
ending, as auxiliaries to the Bhavana because all tliese (class, etc.) on 
account of being expressed by tho same word, have among themselves 
tho relation of the qualification and the qualified, and are not recognised 
as belonging to, or depending, upon one another (and as such must be 
concluded to form part of something else ; and that is the BMvand), And 
thus it is that all words near the BMvami or removed from it, fall in witli 
the Bhdvand, notwithstanding their remoteneas or proximity—in the way 
that we have explained under the Adhikamria or Amimga in the fore¬ 
going Pdda of this Adhjdya, And it is only then that, having got hold 
oi a Bhdvand fully endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction 
becomes complete. 

And as in all sucli cases the Injunction lays down tlie qualified 
Biidrand by a single effort, it does not entail any sucli anomaly as the 
assumption or various potencies in tho Injunction. Because it is only 
when the direct functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes 
very complicated ; and when the words end in expressing a single fact 
then there is nothing incompatible in tlie indirect implication of many 
things. That is to say, the direct Injunction having been once utilised 
in the laying down of the qualified Biiavand —if it were taken again to 
dirccthj function towards tlie laying down of something else, then it 
would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word over again, and this 
being incompatible with the Veda, would not be warrantable ; when, liow- 
ever, the Injunctive word has ceased its functioning with having laid down 
the Bhdvand, then, on account of the apparent inconsistency of its own 
signification it would give birth to (i.e., indirectly imply) other Injunc¬ 
tive words expressive of such qualifications (as would be necessary for 
removing the said inconsistency); and in this the original injunctive 
Avord would not have to give up its one form as appearing in the Vedic 
text ; although it would serve all the purposes that would be served by 
various repetition of itself. 
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And. though in this muuner the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the ori.giual Injunction of tlio Bhavana itself, yet in 
accordance with the law laid down unde)' the Adhikararia on Akfiti (in 
the first iMa of tiie first AiJhijdija), the qualifications ihemselves will Iiavo 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, as a matter of fad, the 
Apparc-ut Inconsistency due to the fact of the THiArana being qualified, 
appearing subsequently loads to an idea of the Injunction of tlio qualifica¬ 
tion, long after tliat of tho original Injunction (of tlie Bhdvaml.], yet, in 
accordance with tho rule arrived at in tho Adhikaratta on Akviti as it is 
impossible for the BMoand to be qualified, in tlio absence of the qualifica¬ 
tions themselves, it mnst bo admitted that these must have been full 
fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone tlmt any idea of 
the BhAvtanii being qualified could be lirought about. 

All these Injunctions (of qualification), pointed out hy the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either siinultaneously or 
one after tho other. And thus we find tliat if we admit a sentence lo he 
the Injunctjon of a fresh BMcand, then it becomes an easy matter to gel. at 
tho Injunctions of its accessories by the help of the original Injunction 
of the qualified BMvand, which is capable of giving birth to various 
Injunctions. 

On the other hand, however, (if the sentence be taken as only 
referring to a Bhtlvand puevlously enjoined by anoLlier sentence), this is 
not po8.sib]e. Because as a rule, it is only when l^iimary is carried to a 
place, that it draws with itself all its accessories ; while if it is one of the 
accessories that is carried, it does not carry with itself another accessory, 
hecausc these two are not so intimately oouiiected. That is to say, when 
the Bhdvand is such as has been got at from another sentence, then the 
hijunctive word in tho sentence in question cannot enjoin that BliAvaud 
over again—as a repeated Injunction of the Bhdvand M'ould be as useless 
as the powdering of that which has already been powdered ; and tlien 
not performing its injunctive fnaction, it does not become the means of 
giving birth to various Injunctions with regard to things connected with 
that Bhdmnd ; as it is only vvheii the Injunctive word enjoim ihe qualifieil 
BMoand that it makes possible assumption of such Irijmictions ; aiul this 
is not possible in the case in question ; hence tlie Injnnctive Affix is found 
to be such as has its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards 
the injunction of the Mfbxind) and, hence, in accordance with the rule 
laid down under the Sutra at tadavQc^it, that Injunctive Affix 

comes down from the Bhdmnd ami directs Itself towards the auxiliaries 
connected with it. And then tliose qualifications of Class, Gender and 
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which qualify the auxiliai-y expressed by a single word serve to 
point out that auxiliary-exactly in the way that we have explained m 
iU case of the Injunction of a qualified : and as such these 

qualifications are all enjoined, and hence in the case of a single woid, even 
though the BMvam has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible 
to lurve the Injunction of many things (in connection witli A). When hovv- 
ever there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many noids 
(as in the case of the sentences ‘ AgneyodahapdlaJi, etc.’) then m that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, the 
words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one another) ; and 
hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has^ nothing 
to do with any other ; and when it would betake to this latter, 
it could not have anything to do witli another, and so on ; because 
all of them being wliolly unconnected with one another, lor these 
reasons it is not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by 
tlio other, as we had in the case of the Injunction applying to the 

Bliclvana. . . , t • 

Tlius llion iu this cnse, tlic original liijiincUoii not giving 

birth to other Injunctions, the former being one only, would be wholly 

taken up in the laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration 

that it lays down another also, ivonld not be possible, unless we meant to 

repeat tl.e original Injunction ; this would entail the anomaly of all these 

repeated Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no 

authority). This is what is meant by the second half of the Sdtra, which 

means that if the senteuoe wore taken as laying down an action that has 

been already previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be 

for the purpose of mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would 

have to be repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of the 


accessories. ^ ^ 

Thus then in the mntence-' Agiieya, etc, ’ wo iiuist have the injunc- 

tioii of the connection of a material and a Deity ; but this connectiou is 
not possible with regard to any sacrifice that may have been p^reviously 

enjoined by other sentences; and lienee, in accordance with the Siitra 
‘ Giiu'tdichapdrva Sambandhah ’ we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence (yadagneyah, etc.); and then we have 
the same rflpavachana inon-mention of the form) ‘ that was urged in the 
third Sutra ; and as such the sentence ‘ ya evam,’ etc., must be taken as 
only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadagneyah, etc ’ 
And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, etc. 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in Paurnamaeum). 
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VyapaJe.sa, the mention, ^ Oha, alao. Tadavat, ia like that. 

7, The mention of tliese also is like that—7. 


COMME.VTARY. 


If fclie Ainavasya were a single sacrifice, tlieii tlie two materials— 
the Sdxtidyya (Curd and Batter) and the Of^adhi (Herha) would Ix) 
optional alternative, and then vvliy should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of. the two alternative materials)? 

When there are various sacrifices, then tlie Sdnndyya and O.^adhi 
come to be taken as both forming the materials to be olTered in various 
saci ifices, and as such all the various materials liaving to be prepared for 
the Arndvasyd sacrifices, it liecornes quite relevant to speak of tlie prepara¬ 
tion of one of these before the other,—which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And, further, in accordance with tlie Pdrvapaksi over and 
above tlic three sacrihcos there would be a fourth (in the shape of that 
enjoined by the sentence ‘ ya evam,' etc.) ; and as such the passage quoted 
in the Bhasya would refer to them as uttarani (in the plural) and not as 
xdmri ^iii the Dual) which refers to the two composite sacrilices, the Darm 
and the Pcmrriamdsa), 




il c; u 


Liuga. I Oarj^aiiat. Cha, and. 


8 . Also because we find (in the Veda) iudicatiA^e 
words. — 8. 


COMMEA’TAKY. 

If the sentences 'ya evatri, etc.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 
nimiber of sacrificos would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, tlie 
number would be less than ‘thirteen’ and ‘fourteen’ which are the 
numbers that are mentioned in connection with the libations in tlio Darsa 
and tlie Paunjaind-^a. Because these numbers could be possible only if 
in the Patirfjmudm there were three, and in the Parm two primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences ‘ ya evam, etc,,' are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions 
of Accessories). 
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these reasons we coiicliule tirat tiie sentences ‘ ya evam, He-.,' 
inoi-ely refer to the two provionsly maintained composite sacrifices. To 
tills elTect, we liave tlie following declaration : 


“ (1) Because the enjoined sacrifice lias no form (material, etc.), (2) 
liecause the words of the sentence directly denote the sacrifices mentioned 
in the context, and (3) because it is only in tlie.se latter sacrifices that we 
find distinct forms and details,—we must admit the aentence.s, ‘ ya eoam, 
eta.,’ to be mere references to the two composite sacrifices laid down in the 
preceding sentences.” 


Adkikw'anu IV.—Exception to the fovegoing Ao^hiluivciiui. 

sOTIIAS II. n. 9 to 12. 

w ^ ii 

Paurnainilsivat, like the Paurijiiinilsi. ^yrrai: Upatiwiiyajah, the 
Uinunsiu sacrifice. ^ Sydt, should be. 

!». “ 'riiG case of llie Uprimsu sacrifice should be 

e-xactly like the Paurnamasi.”—9. 

COMM15NTA.RV. 

The next three Adhikaranas deal Avith the exceptions to Adhi- 
karana Ilf. 

There is one sentence :—lami vft etadyajnasya kj-iyato yadanvanchau 
purodasan, upaipiiiiyajaniantara yajati; and then we have a set of sen¬ 
tences—Visniirnpanifu, yaijtavyo jamitvaya, prajfipatirupatpilu, ya^tavyo 
jimitvaya, agni:som.'uipaipsfu yastdvyavajamitavaya ; and on these three 
arises the following question : does the expression ‘ upain^uyiijam, in the 
first sentence, only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices 
mentioned in the latter set of sentences ? or does it serve to lay down an 
independent sacrifice by itself? And on this question, we have the 
Pilrvapak^a embodied in the StUra ; and in support thereof we have the 
following arguments. 

To the sentence ‘ IJpdiiimyajam’ tfec.,’ apply all the conclusions 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarav-n. 

“ Because inasmuch as the sacrilices laid down in the latter set of 
sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
mentioned, while that which is mentioned in the first sentence has no 
sucli accessory mentioned, wo cannot but conclude that this latter sacri¬ 
fice depends upon the former sacrifices, 
s 
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‘‘ That is to say, in the three seTitences we have tlie affix lavya witlr 
the verb ; and as bucIi they have tlie character of absolute Injunction, and, 
hence, if we were to assume these sentences to enjoin independent sacri- 
ficos, tlian wo would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objections 
of the details of these being unknown, and also of the necessity of having 
to assume many unseen factors.” 


And, farther, we find each of the latter three sentences mention- 
ing the removal of the evil effects of tlie jaini (a tochnical Haw in tlie 
performance of a sacrifice, explained below); and it is with regard to tliis 
flaw of the jami that the first sentence mentionejl the Upfhhsit sacrifices. 
That is to say, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the 
last, we find tliat the mention of jami (in the fimt sentence) and the 
removal of jami (mentioned in the last three) form one subject; and from 
this it is clear tliat it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
Tnjunotions, ^vlieroas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
Arthavada or Jnjunction (by whicli it could be taken as containing tlie 
Injunction of a sacrifice). Then, again, the special purpose served by the 
first sentence referri'yig to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
in the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can bo taken a sacrifice 
independent of the other two; it is only by making the first sentence 
(which mentions a definite point of time; in the shape of the interim 
beiw'een tlie offering of two eakes, supplementary to tlie last three sen¬ 
tences, that all the three sacrifices becoming connected witli that parti¬ 
cular time, — each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary 
sacrifice. 





n w 


Ohodaufl, injunction, ^ Vfi, certainly. Aprakyitatw^t, not 

being mentioned in the context. 


10. But it must be an injunction as there is no other 
sacrifice mentioned in the context.—10. 

OOMAIKNTARY. 


The sentence ^TJp(lrienjj(ljaiiyajati' is the Injunction of an independ¬ 
ent sacrifice, and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences: (1) Because there being no other sacri¬ 
fices mentioned in the context, tlie sentence cannot be taken as a mere 
reference, and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the sentences 
Vif^nu^ etc. 
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In tlie case of the sentence mentioning the Vaimhmra sacrifice, we 
find that frorn beginning to end the text treats of * twelvecakes^' and hence 
the mention of the nurn])ers 'eight' and tlio rest come to be taken as form¬ 
ing part of tho twelve; and as such the sentences mentioning these small 
uuinbors are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers. In the 
same manner in the case in question, wo find that the Injunction is 
introduced by the words 'garni va etat^ whicli describe a certain Haw 
in the sacrifice ; and it is clear that BucIi mention of the flaw must liave 
some bearing on, and 1)0 needed by a certain enjoined, sacrifice; 
consequently it appears iliat the sentences ‘ etc.,* speaking of the 
removal of tho flaw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined sacrifice. 
When it so happens that between the oiTering of two cakes there is no 
other action to be performed, tlmii we have what is called the flaw of 
' jamV and lienco the mention of the ‘ removal of jamV must be taken as 
eulogising that action which woiild bo laid down as to bo performed 
between the two offerings ; and from this it follows that in the case in 
question, what has to bo eulogised in tho sacrifice IJpavuu, which is 
distinctly laid down as to be performed ‘ in the interim *; while in the 
sentences ‘ Vifvu, etc.,' we -find described the ‘ removing of the jamif 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid sacrifice; and 

consequently we disregard tho injunctive cliaractor of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required, and hence 
all of them come to bo taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find tlie “interim” mentioned as to the time, in tho sentences, 
* Vi^riii, etc.*; and as such the ' jamV with a mention of which the context 
was introduced, not having any direct connection with these sentences, 
these cannot be taken as embodying the Injuiictioiis of any action for that 
' jamV \ and hence too the ‘removing of jamV mentioned in these 
sentences cannot be taken as eulogising those latter Injunctions. On the 
other hand, that action, which is mentioned directly in connection with 
tho time ‘ interim* is distinctly found to be the object of Injunction by tho 
sentence that begins with the mention of ' jamV\ and then on this ground 
the other sentences come to have their use in eulogising that action; 
under the circumstances, it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction that 
we entail the assumption of many imperceptible elements. 

And further, in the case of the sentences ‘ Vvpm, etc.,* these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with tho Vi^riUy etc., the ‘sacrifice’ 
would be indircGtly implied as subordinate to that connection ; and so long 
as a directly expressed sacrifice is available (in tho sentence Updrfasiuni, etc.) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be enjoined. 
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Tlifit is to say, the affix ‘ l^vya ’ in the ‘ yasjtavyah ' is in the passive 
and as such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘ Viv.m ’ to whom 
Uie ‘sacrifice’ is sidwrdinato (sentence meaning etymologically that 
Vmiu w the objeetive of the sacrifice) -, and the perforniahilily of the 
sacrifice could be only inferred indirectly from tlie sentence,—the factor 
of the ‘ sacrifice ' being extracted out of the word ' ya^tavyah and tnis 
would be scarcely proper ; l)ecan80 we have a direct Injunction of the 
sacrifice in the sentence ‘ aritara yajati.’ Even though it were possible for 
the sentence ‘ Vi}t.m ' to bo taken apart from the sentence * aiitara yajati' 
yet all that they could do would bo to lay down the Deities for that 
sacrifice which is laid down as to be performed in the ‘ interim ’ (in 
the sentence aiUara, etc.); and they could not lay down distinct Actions. 

As a matter of fact, it is not po 8 .siblo even for the I'feity to be hud 
down by such sentences. Decause the word ‘ ya^lavya)), in these does not 
signify either llie Deity or that to which soviethivg is given ; because all 
that they actually signify is a material subordinate (bclongingl to the 
sacrifice ; consequently wliat we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective ns the predominant element; and as such what tlie word would 
signify would be what is signified by the Accusative case-ending; and 
certainly that docs not establish the Character of the Deity. Because the 
root‘i/ojC moaning ‘to give away ’ its actual objective is that which h 
given au'ay, and hence the only possible explanation would be that the 
deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly counected with the sacrifice. But in this way, the words come 
to have two objectives; and, hence in accordance with the Sfitra sampatih 
kMArthah [I I. iv. 2 vi] what happens is that the objective, in the shape of 
llio thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worsliippcd, bccoiuce manifested ; and the verb thereby coming to be 
racognised to have only one objective (in tho shape of the Deity worship¬ 
ped) ; it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that 
tlie Deity could be spoken of as the objective, as in tho sentence ‘ Vipaiw 
i/o^Ui ’ (in tlie Acti\ 0 Voice) or Vmuryaitaeyoh (in the Passive Voice). 
And certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity ; all that 
we find in the character of Deity (of Viyi.it) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. And consequently, m 
tirkmg this seutenco as an independent Injunction, we would have to get 
at the requisite BhAranA only by undertaking all the trouble of assuming 
a Deity. A«d ceruiidy in comparison with all tliesc assumptions, it is 
more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere Arthavada (of the 
sacrihee laid down in * antara yajati ’.) 
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5«r Quga, property. UpavandhiH, on account of lueutiou. 

11 . Because the i)roperty is mentioned.—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

That action (iw enjoined by the Boutenco ^ctulura etc.’) in coiiiic*c(ion 
with which we find the properly of Vixiinki mentioned in the sentence 
‘ I pjini>in paiiryjama^^ijdin which serve the pur|:)ose of laying down 

the time (l^aupjiavidst) for the sacriiice. But this sentence is not the 
original injunction of tlio said property; becaneothe seiiience not embody¬ 
ing an injunction of a sacriiice, the said injunction of the property would 
involve the injunction of inany things (which is highly objectionable). 
And for this reason we must take the 8onU3nco uparpi^u * paui*naunl»yain, 
etc., as only describing tJiat which lias been enjoined by the sentouct" 
ant/ira, etc. 

\\\R w 

^ Priiye, as if it were, Vatdiaiidt, on account of mention. ^ Cha, 

also. 

12. Also because the satu’ifice in qiiostioii is mention¬ 
ed in Vedic texts as if it were a primary sacrifice.—12. 

COMMENTARY. 


Wo find the sentence whicli eulogises the 

I'pAmsfu sacrifice ns if it wer^ (Prayn) the principal limb (heart) of the 
sacrificial person ; and thus clearly shows that it is a primary (and not 
secondary) sacrifice. 


Adhikarana 

actions. 


V.—The Ayhdra, etc., 

SCTKAR it. 1i. 13 to 16. 


ai*e independent 


“w \\\\ 

AghAragnihotrain, the AgbAra and the agnihotra wwa 
twAt, because they have no forms. 

13. “ The Agliara an<l the Agnihotra (merely refer to 

other aacri(ices) because wo do not find mentioned in the Veda 
the forms (the accessory details) of these sacrifices.” — 13. 

COMMES’TARY. 


[This adhihiratja is based upon two sets of passages; (1) W'e l«avc 
the eentences 'UrdhvainAgharayali' ' SaiUatamAghirAyati' and ' rjum 
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\ijharayatV i'olloweil ])y aghavam agltarayiti; and (2) we have the sentenceB 
^ dadltna juhoii,' and *payasa julwU^' etc., followed by ^agniliotram juhotV 
And the qn ^i'stion is as to whetlier tlie two sentences Uigharamagharyati^ 
and ‘ agnikolmm )ulioti' laydown actions totally distinct from tliose 
mentioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to those same 
actions? And the position taken up by tlie Fiirvapakfia is that the 
sentence * agharauiagtiarayati' only refers collectively to the sot of actions 
nientioned by the sentences UtrfUiavam, etc.,’ and so also witli the sentence 
^ agmkotmm jiihoti' Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have been 
included iu the foregoing one; becanse]. The Aghura and the Ifoma tliat 
present themselves to the mind on the utterance of the sentence ‘ Urdhva- 
viagharayati ’ and ‘ payam jiilioti ’ are exactly as they are pointed out by 
these sentences; nor in this case is there'a suppression of the BMvancis 
of the ij(\ja and the homa by the supervening character of tlie material; 
as vve have in the case of tlje sentence ‘ ViHrxiirup(himi y^^tavyali^ and 
further, in the case in cjnestioji the various seiiteiices cannot be taken 
togetl^er as foriiiing a single sentence as in the previous Adhxharam ); 
nor does any of the two parties admit of tlje sentences being mere eulogis¬ 
tic ones; and lienee the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the 
Action, just us (in the jorevious case)you hold it to be that of the Acces¬ 


sory. 

That is to say, we do not, as in the case of the sentences * upAymi, etc., 
admit the fact of all tlie sentences in question forming a single sentence; 
nor do they serve the purposes of glorification ; and hence according to both 
parties the sentences come to be accepted as Jjijuiictions and the only ques¬ 
tion that arises is as to whether the Injunction is one of the Accessory only, 
or that of the Action accompanied by that Accessory ? And on this we 
have the following 

PtrRVA]>AKSA. 


The Injunction is one of the Action. Because the Injiinctiveness 
being mentioned by tlie Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the BhAvanfl, 
hut in that case, it would be the BhAvand that would he enjoined first. 

ddiat is to say, the Injunctive character does not rest with the words 
* dadhi' and the rest; and being expressed by the Affix, ihat cliaractev 
couhl not be related to the curd, etc., except T)y means of tiie BMvnnd and 
the Root-meaning. For we have no such sentence as dadhuA-yut (the yut 
being the injunctive affix only, apart from the Verbal Root); the sentence 
that we liave is {dadhnd huryflt where the relationship of the dadhi with 
the a ffix is through the root ‘ hr.' Thus then the performability of the 
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(hfplhi etc., l)ein^ due solely to the BhavanA and the Root-meaning —liow is 
it that these letters are denied to be the objects of the Injunction ? , For, 
certainly, without the fujiiriction of these wo can never point out any 
Injunction of the Accessory. Decause no sooner do we proceed to sliow 
suqIi an Injunction than the Injunction of the lihAvanA and the Root- 
meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we must admit that what 
is enjoined is either the fJoma or the BhAmnA. as qualified hy the dadhi. 

And, then each ol the Bhdvamh^ being duly recognised as having 
distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective 
whole; and it follows that it is tliis collective whole that is ivieant by 
the sentence ^agnUiotrani jnhotid And the use of this reference lies in the 
unification of the Injunctions of the means and the result of tlieso sacri¬ 
fices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each helonging to a 
distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking tliem 
as optional alternatives. 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences 'Ordhvamagharayati^ 
etc., etc., though we do not find tlie material or the Deity of these mention¬ 
ed, yet in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with upAipm 
qualifications of li.rdhva etc. may be taken as specifying dilTerentias ; and 
through these those Actions being taken as having their accessories men¬ 
tioned, it is only the action mentioned by the sentence ayliavam agharayati 
that remains without a mention of its accessory details; and as such being 
wholly incapable of attracting men towards itself, it has to be taken a.s a 
mere reference to the previously ineutioiied sacrifices. And in that case, 
too, the use of siicli reference lies in the unification (of the throe sacrifices) 
whicli is necessary for the purpose of the employing in them of the niantra 
ida urdlias adhvara etc., and the connection of the single Deity mentioned 
in the Qeiitences (tasyagharamagharya, etc.) 


u II 


w Sarajnfl, names. Upavandhat, presence. 

14. “ Because distinct names are given.” — 14. 

COMMENTARY. 


“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
a certain definite peculiarity ; and in the case in question we do not 
perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
‘aghara’ and ‘agnihotra' unless we take tliein as referring to the foregoing 
sacrifices). If the name ‘agnihotra ’ were taken only as pointing to Homa in 
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general^ then, a;S iniicli as this is already known, it would not be any now 
Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, tliere is nothing 
in it that has to be known and as eucli no injunction of that would be 
possible. 

u H 

Aprakvitatvrit, ? 

15. Because It is not relatecl to the context.—15. 

COMMENTARY. 

Lhider Siltra 2.2.5, it has boeti held tliat an Action can obtain its 
accessories Irmn other sentences ; so that in tlie case in question the sen¬ 
tence ^agnihotrani jukoti miglit be taken as the original injunction of an 
action having its accessories laid down by such sentences as ‘taychilai 
jiiholi' 'dadhna jiihoti' 

Tliis however is not possible as in the originative sentences 
(agnihotram juhoti) we do not liiul any Prakararja of Actions, because it 
is only after the action has been connected with a particular result, that 
there arises a PrakararjM' (or desire) of knowing how that Itesult is to bo 
brouglit about by means of that Action, and as sucli the Prakarana 
could only proceed from the assumed sentence that would sum up all 
the three factors of the Bhdvana in connection with the Action in 
(piestion. 

il U 

^fClK)dau4, injunctions, m \% roall3'. i^ubdarthasya. wliat is ex- 

prcBsed i)y the words. Prayogabliutatvflt, siiitiply lobe performed, 

Tatsannidhel.i, of tlie same words, nw^-s, Gimfirtliena, for the purpose of laying 
down accessory details. 5^: ^l^: Pnnahsrutifi, repetition. 

1G. They are really Inj unctions of independent Action 
becaxise the words distinctly express something to be per¬ 
formed and the repetition of the same words is for the 
purpose of laying down accessory details.—16. 

commentary. 

It is clearly perceived tliat the words ‘(Kjlmrayuti' (in ‘ agbarama- 
gharayati ’) and juhoti (in ‘ affnihotncmjuhoti') not having their Injunctive 
potency taken np by any other word, cannot but distinctly express the 
injunction of definite actions. Nor can it he urged that the actions of 
^Ayhara ' and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined by tlie sentences 'iXrdhvan, etc.,' 
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and ‘ riut^/ina, etc./becauBO the Injunctive potency of these sentences is 
taken up by laying down of the accessories in the shape of hlrdliva' and 
'dadhi,^ which are not laid down by any other sentence ; and as such 
we cannot very well discard the idea of these sentences merely referring 
(by the words 'agltaryati^ and jukoLi ') to the actions of Agharu and lloma 
(enjoined by tlie two forinei’ sentences). 

Whenever we come across the Injunction of a qualified Action what 
we have to consider in the first sentence, is w'hat factor of the object of 
Jnjixnction is such as has been laid down elsewliere and what is not so ; 
and wlien this has been duly discriminated, the Injunction comes to be 
taken as pertaining wholly to tliat factor wJiich has not been laid down 
elsewhere ; in the case of th(3 sentence 'dadlmd juhoti^^ as the object (d 
injunction is the action of ^lloma as qualified hy dadhi/ wlien we find that 
the Hoina has already been laid down by the sentence ^xynihotrani juhoti^' 
we conclude the Injunction in (juostion to pertain to the dadhi only, and the 
Bhdvand and the Root-meaning (denoted in Uladhna juhoii^) are said to be 
mere references to those enjoined elsewliere ; and it is never said that from 
the very beginning tlie sentence ^dadhnd juhoti enjoins only the accessory 
with, reference to the previously enjoined Bhdvand and Root-meaning. 

The argiunents of the Pd7*vapa.ki^a are thus disposed of iu the 
I'antra Vai tika. 

(1) As for the names ^Agnihotra' and ^Agliara' they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs 'juhoti^ and 'agharayaii^ and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Honia 
and Aghara) ; on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for tlie absence of the accessory details (as urged under 
SAtra 15), we find that the material and tlie Deity are distinctly pointed 
out by the context Nor can it be urged that there being no method 
mentioned in the injunctive sentence (that there would he no context) ; 
because no such method would be looked for until the relationship with 
the Result had been establislied. 

(3) Nor it is possible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down. Because the Result might very well bo laifl down with 
regard to the Homa only, of which the material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on ; and there would be no incongruity in tliis. 

(4) As a matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference 
to previously enjoined actions. Rut the acceptance of this reference 
always depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that 
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i^s been alreadj^ enjoined (or mentioned) ; nnd as such it always stands 
in need of recognising the Actions as the same as that which lias been 
previously enjoined. 

(5) The mere (act of the Aghara b(*irig meiitionerl in another 
Prakarana does not do away with all the intervening Praharanas of the 
Aghara. ' Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the 
sentence 'agharamagharagati') the conjugational affix always raises in us 
a desire to know the ObjeeA, the Imtrumevt and tlie Method of the action ; 
and hence it is ciuite possible for the material and the Deity to be 
indicated by the Prokavana (as the said desire could lie fulfilled only by 
an indication of these). 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many 
unseen factors. Because you make each of tlie sentences ‘ dadimd jnhotz 
etc. ami ‘urdhvamagharayali: etc , lay down an independent Action, and 
we do not find any deity laid down either for the Eoma ol dadhi. or for the 
iirdhva (igharti, etc., and in the case of the sentence ‘urdlwamagliaraiiatt, the 
material too is not mentioned, and inasmuch as yon hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken as 
laying down the materials, etc., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be said as we have put it. 

(0) It has been argued above that in the sentence 'agnihotram 
jahoti,’ if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as 
an Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in 
•agnifiotram’) would be wliolly inexplicable. In reply to tliis we urge 
that an action can be the objective of such verbs as Safikaipa (deteriniim- 
tion) and the like ; and us such the accusative ending in ‘ ugmhotram ' 
could be explained as witli reference to the determuiation implied by the 
word ‘ juhoti ’ ami as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 
ending in ‘ agniliotram,' 


Adltikarana VI.—The Famyaga and the Somaydga ore 
independent actions. 

aOTRAS 17 to 20. 


5fai.i%nni Bravyasamyogat, on acconnt of connection with certain materials. 
^ Ohodan'a. injunction, ^ r.a^usomyolj of the Ihriuyhga and the vSoma- 

yftga. Prakarane, in the context, fit Hi, as, Anarthako, would Vie 













useless. Dravyasamyogo, mention of the material. ^ Nabi, because they 

do not. TO Tasya, of them, Gu^^rthena, the purpose of laying down ac- 


i cessory materials. 

; 17. Because ot ihe connectiou \vrith certain materials 

j the words, ‘ Pasii, etc.’ and ‘Sonia, etc.’ contain injunctions; 

• as in the conte.xt the mention of the mere material would be 

! useless — specially because the words do not serve the pur¬ 

pose of laying down accessory materials. — 17. 

OOMMKNTAIiY. 

(1) Wfi have a sentence ‘ P(tsiimAl(ih]ieid * and in continuation of 
' tins we have the senteuces ' hridayasydgre xmdyati, atha jihvdya atliava- 

^ kmis(Vi. (2) I'heii again we have the Heatence 'Soinena yajati ' and in its 

j continuation, tlie sentences 'Aindravdyavan griliiuUi, maitmvarunam grih- 

vdti,' etc. And the question that arises is this: Is Alahheta a mere 
} reference to tlie actions laid down by ‘ amdyati * and is ‘ yajeta ’ a mere 
reference to those laid down by 'gvdnjdti ' or do they lay down independent 

■ actions by tlieniselves ? The question is ultimately stated in the following 
foini: Is tlie word *Pam' a mere reference to the hridaya, etc., and the 
word *yaji ’ to the sacrifices implied by the word 'avadyati ’ or do they lay 

^ down an independent 'yaga' and 'Pam' (as its materjal), the other 

Ij sentences only serving to point out their accessory details? In tlie same 

manner, the question with reference to the other set of sentences is this : 
Is the word 'yajeta' a mere reference to the sacrifice implied by the rela¬ 
tionship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in the scntenccvs 
' dindravdyavam, etc,'\ and the word 'Soirw' to the juice used at those 
I sacrifices or tlie sentences 'Somena yajeta' lays down an indepondent 
; ; action togetlier with the material to be used in it ? 

' On this question the Pdrvapak.fu view is as follows : — 

The words in question are mere references to a number of actions 
taken collectively. 

Because as in the case of the sentences ' Yaddgneyoi^iakapdlli' 
etc., the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
! inferred (because the cake cannot be spoken of as ^Agneya' until it has 

1 been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agxii) — So also in the case of the 

I sentences 'Aindravayavamf etc., their full signification would not be accoin- 

■ plisbed until they implied a sacrifice ( at which the So^aa would be offered 

I to Indravayii, when alone it could bo spoken of as Amdravdyavam), That 

! is to say, the relationship of the Deity and tlie material mentioned in the 
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word 'Aindvavayavain cannot be comi)]ete until a sacrifice has been impli¬ 
ed, and 80 long as the sentence itsell' is not complete, it cannot stand in 
need of any otber sentence in tlie sliape of \Somena yctjeta^' for which 
according to the Siddliauta it would lay down as accessory detail); and 
as sucli the sacrifice mentioned by the sentence ^Somend yajeta^ could not 
yet come in as the sacrifice songlit after ; nor, oa the other hand, would 
it be possible for the sentences Ahuh^avdyavdniy etc., to lay riown the 
Deities for the sacrifice laid down by the sentence ^Somena yajeta^ ; which 
having no Deity rnentioned, is wanting in an accessory detail of another 
sacrifice, we are forced to admit tluit that spoken of in the sentence ^Somena 
yajeta is a mere reference to those sacrifices that have been laid down 
in the context ^by the sentences ^Ahidravayavam gvihxidti,^ etc.) 

In answer to tJie above the Hiddhanta, as put forward by the 
Bbasya, is as follows :— 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is actually 
recognised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it. to be 
a mere reference to these; in the case in question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case. 

Tliatis to say, if in the case in question wo recognised the Bacrifice 
to be exactly the same in all its details as those mentioned before,*---as we do 
in the case of the Purnamdsa sacrifice, then we could take tlie sentence as a 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the 
root 'yoji' alone, then we could conclude it to be a reference bereft of tbe 
qualifications. In tbe eases in question, howevei*, we find the sacrifices 
mentioned before are—(1) those that have the ‘ llridayci^ etc.,’ and (2; those 
Jiaving the juice, for the material to be oiTered ; while the sacrifices men¬ 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Baku 
and the Soma^ respectively ; and thus these letters not being recognised 
to be the same as the former ojies, \ve cannot take these sentences to be 
mere references to the former sacj’ifices. 

The Vartika is not satisfied with the above presentment of the 
Adhikarana. Against the above staternmit of tlie Siddlnmta it quotes the 
following argument of the opponent •— 

In the case of the A^pikapdla cake, etc., though we find that these 
cakes are directly laid down as the materials, yet we accept the corn 
(K^7^i)a8the material, though this is pointed out only by syntactical 
connection ; and in the same manner we could accept tlie ‘ Soma ’ as the 
enjoined material. It is only when there is a contradiction between two 
things that tlie stronger sots aside the weaker ; and this is not the case 
when two things are quite compatible with one another, in the case in 
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we find that the ‘Som/t’ is quite conipatihle with the juice because 
this latter atciuds iii need of soivietljing from which it could be exti acted 
and the Sovm-plAint comes in as fulfilling this requirement. For instance, 
in the case of the sentence ^A(jn€yo'i}ial'^^iMl(Aji.,^ etc., though we find that 
the ^A.^t'jk^^pala is directly laid dowi) by the sentence, yet when the Vpihi 
and the Faaa c()me to l)e laid down as the materials, there is no contiadic- 
tion ; for these corjis are actiuilly required as the material out of which the 
AfjUikapaVt cake would be made ; and certainly in taking up the 1 p/ftt 
one does not give up the making of the Afitakapal^ i and lienee in this 
case the action with reference to which Vxihi is laid down as the rnateiial 
is not recognised as any other than that for which the Ai^takapdhAt has 


been laid down. Exactly in the same manner, in tlie case in question, 
in taking up the Som>o>phtiit^ one does not give up the juice, and hence 
there being no ijicompatibility between the tn^o, inasmuch as the Soma 
mentioned in the sentence in (piestion can very well be taken as the 
material for the sacrificcss laid down liy the other sentences, the sentence 
in question cannot be taken as laying down a distinct Action, merely 
on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And further, 


the argument applies equally to the Suldkdnht also; because the Siddhanta 
also does not hold that the unpoiinded soma plant is to be offered at the 


sacrifice ; and lionce just as for you the plant vvoidd oiily bo the source 
of the juice, so also wouhl it be for Ptlrvapak^in, As a matter of fact, 
it is your own theory that would be the moi'e incongruous of the two. hor 
in your case, if the Plant, as ineiitionod in the-^riginative Injunction, 
were to bo the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it would 
never do to turn it \\\to juice, in accordance with other sentences. In 
our case, inasmuch as the juice would not be possible without its origin 
(in the sliape of tlio Plant), our sentence be alw ays on the look-out for the 
mention of this source ; and hence even if suc'h source happens to be 
mentioned by another sentence, there is Jiotliing incongruous in our 
having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
originrd Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
does not stand in the need of any mention of its modifications ; and as 
such any connection of these would be wholly iucoinpatible, consequently 
we could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences. 

In view of these arguments, based as tliey are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vfihi, etc., which com¬ 
pletely shut out our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question of 
the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the refutation 
of the view of the sentences in question being mere references to previously 
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ntioned RacrificoH. In the case of the however, as tlie aiiiin 

a whole is not capable of being bodily olTered at a sacrifice, the above 
arguments of the opponent would not apply ; and hence for this case alone 
the argument of the Injunction of dilTerenfc materials vvouhl be a good one 
for the Siddlidnta. But in the case of * Soma ’ it becomes necessary for us 
to rernle the oji)ponent’s arguments based upon the Injunction of tlie 
Vrilfi ; and for this purpose wc have the next SMra. 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddluinta 
arguments (l)y means of tlie arguments based upon tlie Injunction of Vriki) 
the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments embodied in 
the following Sdtm. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present Sdtra as embodying the 

Pdrvapakm and the next SiUju, -in vvliieh the ‘ cha ’ may be taken in 

the sence of * ta ’ (which is a sign of the ‘ SiddhAnta-Sdtra ’) as putting 
fortli the Siddhanta. 


It may be asked how tlie present Sutra can be taken as expressing 
the Pdrvapak^a. This w^e proceed to explain as follows 

Tlie question being,-do the sentences 0^r^daya.5J/a, etc,,’and 

‘ Aindrai^dyavam, etc.,’ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, 
like the Dadhiy etc., and the subsequent seittences (Pc.,etc., and Somena, 

etc.) are the originative Injunctions of tlie sacrifices concerned ?-or do 

tlie former sentences themselves serve as the Injumitions of Sacrifices? 
We have the following 

POuVAPiMCSiV. 

The sentence ' Hridayanya^ etc.,’ or AivdrdvSyavariiy etc.,’ do not serve 
the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences ' Dadhnd 
julioti^ uud the rest ; in fact these thernselves are original Injunctions. 
Wliy ? Because of the ineution of materials^ t.c., because of tlie mention 
of such materials as ‘ Hridaya^ etc.,’ these sentences are the Injunctions of 
the Pam and the Soma, as otlicrwLse, through the context the connection 
of ' Hridaya, etc.,' would become subsidiary to the sacrifice while as a 
matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection to serve as its accessory, 
l>ecause that would be contrary to the Pasu and tlie Soma-plant laid down 
in tiie original Injunctive sentences. Or in accordance with a j^revious 
aw, the Pam and the Soma having been obtained from other sentences, 
the mention of the connection of materials, in the present context, would 
in your theory be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the 
word Sovia (in ‘ Soniena yajeta') is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
* Agnlitomiyarn pamvi' serves the juirpose of laying down the Deity 
‘ Agni-Soma and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
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any material, flie mention of inateriala in the other sentenoes is not at all 
superfinous. (.-ojjsequently we conclndo that the real Injunctions of tho 
sacrilice are. contained in the sentences ‘ Hridai/aeya, etc./ and ‘ Atndraivi- 
yavain etc / (and the seiiterices Agriiitovrtyam^ paium, etc./ and ^ Somona 

V^^jeta' are mere I’oferences to these sacrifices taken collectively,--die 

former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the olYerings of 
tlie pieces, and tho latter supplying the name of the sacrifices taken 
collectively.) 

The Varlika takes tlie next vSiUra as embodying the Siddlianta of tlie 
Adhikarana while flic Bhasya takes it as meeting certain Phvapaksa 
arginnenfs* 

^SRTTT: II V^q II 

Aciiodcakah, cannot he iDjunctive. ^ Cli;i, further. iSamsk^rah, 

laying down purificatory rites. 

J8. Blit as (laying down) pnrificatory rites they cannot 
Be injimotive (of independent Actions). — 18. 

OOMMEiV'PARY. 


The sentenceK in question cannot be taken as mere reforence.s to 
previous sacrifices, hec^nise of tlipsp latb'v not being the sacrifices treated of 

hi) the context^ - an argunieiU that has already been explained on a 

previous occasion in Sutra 11. ii. 10. 

Question : ‘‘ But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
by the context T' 


Answer: Because tlie words ' avadyati' ami ^ gyiliMti' are not 
injunctive of sacrifices ; as what they do is only to lay down certain 
purificatory or prepai atory l ites ; becau.se they are actually found to end 
witli them: a.s wlien a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending 
in the pointing out of suedi rites, there is no ground for assuming a 
sacrifice to be indirectly indicated. 

'riius, then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences ' Aindrardijoam^ 
etc./) having the character of more Preparatory Aetion.s, they stand in need 
of tlie mention of a ^sacrifice' somewhere else: and as sucli tlierc 
would be nothing incongnrous iu the fact of such a sacrifice being laid 
down by anotlier sentence (Sornena yajeUi)^ etc. 

And onr way of taking the sentences lias tiie following advantage. 
(1) Tile singular number in ' Jyot^tomena' becomes capal)le of being 
taken directly fund not figuratively as necessitated by the Purvapaksa^ 
wdiicb makes it refer to many sacrifices), (2) we are saved the useless trouble 
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, ^l^ircepting the word ‘ Sorna ’ (in ^ Somena yajeta ’) a« a second name 
l)e *Jyoti^to)riay' (3) nor ib it necessary for us to accept the apparently 
useless fact of the sentence in question being a j^efereuce to all the other 
sentences, as in the case of the Puiwapaksa in connection with 
* Agharfignihotva' 

For these reasons we conclude tliat the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices. 


11 HU 


Taflbhed4t, because of difference. Xarmapab, of the action, 

wn?: Abhyflsab, repetition, Drav 5 ^apl:itllaktvA-t, as the substances are dis¬ 
tinct. Anarthakain, useless. % Hi, because. ^Sydt, it would be. 

Bhedali, clifTerence. DravyaguntbhUvAt, as it is 8ul)servient to the 

substance. 


J.9. Because of difference, there is a rep)etitio]) of the 
Action, as the substances are distinct, it would be useless 
(to mention another connection) ; hence there is a difference 
(in the Grahana ); specially as it is subservient to tlie vsul)- 


stance.—19. 


COMMENTARY. 


On account of the connection of the deity being different in each 

case, - 4heve must he a repetUion o( theach‘o>io/ gr<th<f>iiu ; because on 

aceotint of the distinctness of the substance that is to bo prepared or 
purified by means of the grolimyi. in connection witli tlie said deities, if 
any other connection were mentioned, it would be wholly useless as it would 
not bo performed ; and hence, there is a difference of the grahaipi^ because 
it u suhservient to the siihstance to be purified (by that grahmia). 

The Vartika has suggested another interpretation of the Sdtra also, 

it is as follows : - ‘ tadbheddt *- i.e., because of the diversity of the 

prepared * Sorna' - there is a repetition of the action of sacrifice ; ‘ because 

of the separateness of the watered accepted' ; — if all of them were not offered 
up, the whole ‘ would he useless' ; and hence even thougli in the original 
Injunction, the sacrifice has been mentioned but once yet Ghere is a 
diversity' of its performance, because of the fact of the originally enjoined 
* substance being subservient to the various conditions ineutioned in other 
sentences. 

The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
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lie^‘ 0 vioii 8 holding into separate cups would become wholly useless ; and 
the deities, to whom the cupfuls liave been previously dedicated, would 
not become connected with (possessed ofj their specified sliares; nor is it 
possiblo for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the (single) 
olfering, hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, to mix up 
all the juice and make a single offering of it; specially as even if this 
Avere done, it w’ould lead to a confusion of the shares (previously specified). 
And when tlie shares have been once separately specified, it becomes 
necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless of course 
he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. Thus 
then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously determined, 
it is only when all the deities (and the graliavcts as taken collectively, that 
the following sentence —clasaitanadhvaryuli pratahsaveme grikiidti, dswmo 
dahmio gvihudti t(vm tvi^ig(^mjuhoti etc., etc., (laying down the definite 
order and the sumining up of the various ‘ grahavas ^ becomes explicable.) 

Thus then wo conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
J ijoti^toma). 

The use of the present Adhikarma lies in the fact that, according to 
the punmpakf}a^ among the sacrifices subsidiary to the same sacrifice (the 
Jyoti^toma)^ wo would have tlie performance of tho details with regard 
to one cup, and that, too, only once ; whereas, according to the Siddhchda, 
the whole thing has to bo done exactly as in the Primary Sacrifice (the 
Jyotwtovia). 


Sanskdruh, the purificatory action. 3 Tu, however. ^ Na IJliidyeta, 
would not differ. Parctrfchatvat, on account of being for the sake of some¬ 
thing else. Darvyasya, of tho substance. OimabhutatvAt, because it 

has a subordinate position. 

20. The purificatory action Avoiiid not differ because 
tho siibstauce being for the sake of something else has a 
subordinate position.“20. 


COMMENTARY. 

In the Pilrvapaksa it has been argued that in the case of tho tying 
of tho animal there are a number of texts laying down the tethering post 
to be of Khadira, Palasia, etc., and this tying being a purificatory act the 
various trees mentioned have boen regarded as optional alternatives. Jn 
the same manner it has been urged in (bo case of tho many deities men¬ 
tioned also Indra, Vayu, etc., those should bo regarded as optional 
alternatives. 
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In answer to this argument the Sutra points out that the analogy 
ptit forward does not hold good. In tlie case of the tethering post the 
several kuids of wood are lairl down cleaj’ly for the purpose of accomplish¬ 
ing a pnrilicatlon, lienee tliere could be no necessity for the using of all 
the words, for wliich reason they are taken as optional alternatives. In 
the case of the deities on the other liand the passages under consideration 
do not luontion them as accoinplisliing the Baci'ifico. Consequently not 
being Bubservicut to anything they must be rcgai’dod as equally indepen¬ 
dent and hence every one of them lias to bo adopted. 

It may be noted that tiiis Sutra lias been omitted by Kumarila in 
his Vfirtika, 


Adhiharana VIL—Aotioiis dlffereitlialcd hy means of 


numher. 


BCTKA II. ii. 21. 




Pvithaktvanivesat, because of its separateness, vSaiikhyayd, by 
tncauB of numher. Karaiabheclah, clilferentiatiou of actions, wh SyiU, would 

be. 

21. Because of the fact of its inhering in separateness, 
number ■vvoulcl serve to dilferentiato the Actions.—21, 

The freatuient of tlio three exceptions to the law relating to the 
Reception of words has been finished, and we now’ proceed to show Low 
Actions are dillerentiated (or distiugnislled) means by of number. 

In this connection we should cite such sentences as ‘ tisra ahutir- 
yidioti,' ‘dioddasa dwadamnijuhoti’ which are laid dowi) as co-exlensivc 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative injimctious, and which 
are accompanied by, delliute numbers. 

And on this, wo have the following :— 

Pilrvapak^ct (A). —Inasmuch as the word‘yWmii ’ is mentioned but 
once, tire action laid dowm is one only ; and as for the Number (three, etc.) 
it could be made np by frequent repetition of the same Action. 

Siddhauta (A). 

To the above wo make the following reply :—• 

Siddbantii (A).—In the case in question the number is mentioned in 
connection with the Uoma, while it is being enjoined, and not ajter it has 
been enjoined as in the case of the sentence ‘Ekadaiiapmyajan,’ and with¬ 
out an idea of ‘ sepa7‘Uteness' the number does not attain its true character. 







Pimjajas, the Upasadas and the like, which liave had their own limita pre¬ 
viously specified. In the case in question, liowever, inasrnueh as no other 
number of the Action has been previously specilied the number (t/uw) must 
be taken as pointing out the separate character of tlie Actions tliemselves. 
And hence as the number is found to inhere in the Separateness of the 
actions themselves, we can not accept it as referring to tlie Separateness 
duo to the mere repetition of the same action ; as wo sliall show later on, 
under the Sfltra ‘ Agatnddvd ’ hhydsasydkentaticdt — V. 16,’. 

The above is the presentation of tho Adhikarana according to Kumfi- 
rila. He lias taken for his basic text a passage in which the ditferentiating 
number refers to the aOtion. The Bhfisya, however, has taken for its basic 
text the sentence ‘ Sapladafla praytlpatyan pafidn/llabhet’ while tho luirahem 
pertain not to tho action but to the animals. The VArtika points out 
that the Blnisya has chosen this text because it is more dilTicult to prove 
tliat the number pertaining to an accessory detail differentiates actions 
than to prove the same with regard to the number pertaining to tho 
action itself. 


AdJiikarann VI11.—The differentiations of Actions hy names. 

SUTRA n. ii. 22. 

^ W RR w 

w Sajijna, naino. ^ Clia, also, Utpatfcisam3^og4fc, bocauso o£ its 

occurring in tlic originative injunction. 

22. Name also (serves to distinguish Actions) because 
of its occurring in the originative Injunctions.—>22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The differentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed for a future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘ Athai^d jyolil), atha viivajyetil}, 
atJia sarvajyolij} ' there arises the following doubt—Do these nanaes only 
serve to refer to the Jyotistoma for tho purpose of laying down ‘ a thou- 
pand’ qs the sacrificial gifts in connectien with it ? Or do they lay down 
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Iher Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift ? And on this wo liavo 
tlie following]— 

Pdrvapakf^a ,—Inasmuch as the Avorcls * atha^ and ‘ e^a * stand in need 
of something that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original sub¬ 
ject and the taking up another is a faulty i)rocess,—it follows that the 
various names apply to the single sacrifice "Jyotiijtorna for which, as in the 
case of the ‘ Dah^ayaria* Sacrifice another detail Gn the shape of the gift of 
a ‘thousand)’ is laid down. And when we already have a sentence 
\7yoti^tomena Svargahdmo Yajeta' that lays down the connection between 
the material and the result, if we accept the words in question to bo the 
names of the same Actions, wo are saved the necessity of assuming—(1) 
another Action, (2) an Apdrva in keeping with that Action, and (3) wholly 
unlieard-of methods for the acconiplishmont of that ApAvva, etc., etc., and 
there would bo the further advantage that as the mention of the gift of 
‘ a thousand’ could be taken as laying down a metliod of procedure with 
regard to the Jyoti^toma, wo would not have to get aside this sacrifice 
(which forms the original subject of tlie context). If the sentences in 
question wero to bo Injunctions of other Actions, there would be no uso for 
the word ‘ atlia' which refers to something gone before ; for one sacrifice 
does not stand in need of another ; nor does any significance attach to any 
order of sequence among the sacrifices (that are independent of one another) 
as WG shall show later on. And lienee the word ‘ citha cannot bo 
taken as signifying this order of sequence. Nor docs the Name express 
a BliAoanA nor is the Root-meaning found to bo mixed up with the 
Navie^ in the sentence in question, as is the case with tlie root ‘ j/aji’(which 
is often mixed up with names of Sacrifices), and as such there could bo 
no idea of difference among the fJoot-Tneaniny. Nor again is the Name an 
injnnctivc xoord^ whereby it coidd urge peox^le to other (actions than the 
Jyoti^toma ); and so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, 
even if a dilleronce could be cognised, we could attach no significance 
to it exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in ‘ graham* 
(in the sentence graham sammdr§ti\ The injunctive word (in the sentence 
Etoia Sahasradak^hena yajeta) that wo have in connection with these 
sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail (in the 
shape of tlie sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’) ; and as such it cannot 
pertain to the form of any Action. If the injunctive words were not 
thus sot aside then, too, the difference of the two Sacrifices would be based 
upon the repetition of the word yajeta and not upon the Names. 

The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea of 
difference among Actions, in accordance with the SiUrq. II.iii.26. Or, 
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if. may bo tliafc inasmncli as tlio of a thousand rests upon the previously 
nienfloned Jjjotidonia^ tho particular result mentioned In connection witli 
this gift may be taken as following from tlio employment of this accessoiy 
gift in connection with tho same ‘ Jott^toma,' just as the employing of 
different accessories (at the same sacrifice) sncli as * daclhi' and ‘ milking 
vessel’ is laid down, with a view to particular results (iji the shape of tlie 
obtaining of an organ of seme and Cattle, respectively). And thus, too, 
the Action referred to cannot bo a now one. 

In the case of the word ‘ Jyotif^f etc. there is a fiirtlier peculiarity : 
they form part of the uamo ‘ Jijotl^toma^ and as such they cannot fail 
to give an idea of the ^ JyoUstoma\ Specially as wo find the ‘ Jyoti^toma' 
actually spoken of as ^Jyotil}^ in the sentence ^ VasanteVasante Jyotm, etc. 
For these reasons, we conclude that inasmuch as In the case in ques¬ 
tion, we find none of tlie abovomentioned grouads of diversity, vh. —Dif¬ 
ference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the mention of an 
Accessory incompatible with the original Action, and a Difference of con¬ 
text—tho actiouB referred to cannot be any other than tho original 
yotii^toina,' 

Siddhanta .—To tlie above wo make the following reply : when no word 
expressive of tho Action has been used, the name that happens to bo inen- 
tmned first cannot bnt give rise to the idea of something new. That is to 
sa}^ ill a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously prononnced verb, before the name conies to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in that case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by moans of the verb, the subsequently appear¬ 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
liowever, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an Action 
that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ^Etena Sahasradak- 
sinena yajeta') and such like the number, it must be expressive of Separate¬ 
ness, Because in all cases, it is most improper to use one word in more 
than one sense, or to express one thing by more than one word ; and hence 
wlienever we come across anew thing, we look for a new name ; and vice 
rersa whenever we find a new 7iame we look for a now thing. When, 
however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same that lias been 
known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker authority of the 
aforesaid cliaracter of the name. But so long as iliere is no such recog¬ 
nition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of difference 
naturally afforded by the difference of names. 

For instance, in tlio case in question, wo find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jijoti^toina^ there is, later on, a pew nairio 
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mJia gaiili* ; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
lias ^oiw before, it Ccaunot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to tlie notion of fiometliiiig else coloured by itself (re., the 
name gattli.) 7 \ik 1 then we proceed to look out, in wliat follows as well 
as in what, has gone before, for tliat thing of which this is tlie name, and 
we tinJ that all the ^ yajatis^ that has gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbcfl by tlie and as such cannot refer to anytlring 

else or have any other name ; bat as for the ‘ yajali ’ that comes afterwards 
(in the sentence ^ Etena mhasradak^iriemt yajeta] though, on account of the 
mention of tlm Result, the Injunctive potency is taken np hy the laying 
down of sometliing else (re., the accessory gift of ‘ a thousand ’), and as 
such the Injunction itself does not servo to clistinguish the Action,—yet, 
jnasmncli as according to Sutra If. i. 49, on account of tlio iiitorventiou 
of an unconnected word ^ yaul}^ (between the passages dealing with tlio 
Jyotiftoma and the sentence ^Athiisa Jyotih' etc.) the word ^ gauh' 
does not very well fit into wluU has gone before ; and hence the idea of what 
1ms gone before not presenting itself at the time that the sentence ' Atha 
gaxih * appears, the continuance of the previous context is broken off, and 
the mind naturally seeks for something else ; and tlie subsequent * yajeta^ 
presenting itself to the expectant mind and being incapable of referring to 
the sacrifice, which is alreadj^ possessed by anotlier name and 

turns itself to an object other than tlie taking up of that the continuation of 
which lias been broken off. Consequently then, the subsequent ‘ yati * 
being separated from the previous context, by the giver of the name ^ ganli * 
cannot go over to it, nor does the previous context go over to it; and 
hence per force it goes over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ^atha * not being able to be taken as signify¬ 
ing either reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence it 
is taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
also, being expressive of that which is peiceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to wliat lias gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it, and hence the 
signification of this word doe.s not affect the discussion. Thus, then we 
conclude that in consideration of the direct signification of the words 
‘ tlyotUt etc., ’ these nainea must be taken as dinerontiating the Actions re¬ 
ferred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 
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Adhikarana IX.—Differentiations of actions 
through their deities. 

sOtHA II. ii. 23—24. 

w u 

Guoa^cha, aa accessory also, Apflrvusamyoge, when it is a new 

one. Viikyayob, of the sentences, Samatvat, because of eijual inde¬ 

pendence. 

23. An accessory also (serves to dilTereutiate actions) 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with 
the foregoing (action) because both the sentences are equally 
independent of each other.—23. 

COMMENTAllY. 

Before clealing with the differentiating of Actions by context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions based upon their 
Accessories. 

In coiinecliou with the Ciuiturinasya sacrifice with inference to the 
Vaiiicadcoa Parva, we find the sentence ‘ Vam>adbV}jdmik^d, ’ which serves 
to lay down the sacrifice implied by tlie connection betw'een the luatci ial 
and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on tliis wo find the sen¬ 
tence ‘ Vdjihhiyo Vajnam.’ And on this point there arises the following 
doubt; Does the second sentence lay down an accessory material for 
the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence or does it serve to lay down 
a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the material 
and the Deity mentioned in itself ? 

Tliough there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that 
both the Miaterial and the Deity mentioned in the second suntence are 
laid down with reference to the iirevioiis sacrifice, yet this Las not been 
put forth, hecjvuse it has been shown in the Adhikaram dealing with the 
Paiirnainasi sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to bo laid 
down in connection with an .Action tliat has been already enjoined by a 
previous sentence. 

Tbu.s, then, the question comes to be this : Is the material Vdjina 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Viioa- 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (Kuyi) another 
sacrifice and another Apfirva! 

On this, wc have the following ;— 

Puroapak^a .—The second sentence serves to lay down tlio material 
Vdjina with regiud to the previous sacrifice. 
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Because of tlio word Vaji being taken as one who lias Vaja or food 
and the food meant being the Amiki^d that has been laid down in the 
immediately preceding sentence {VaHvadevyarhikslid) it is the action too 
referred to in this spcond sentence being the same as that laid down in 
the former sentence, wliat this second sentence does is to lay down a new 
material, in the shape of the Vajina, 

That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the Vdjis and 
no unknown meaning of tlie words can serve to complete the moaning of 
a sentence ; bat as a rule Avherever the moaning of a word as a whole is 
unknown, wjiat we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded hy its 
constituent parts ; and in the case in question we find that in the first 
sentence, the Visvadevas are represented as ‘ Vaji' because of their having 
Amik^a (which is a food, Vaja) and then these same Deities being under¬ 
stood, in the second sentence, to be connected Avith the material ‘ Vajiiia ’ 
they cannot be set aside from this connection (because there is no other 
known meaning of the word Vdji as a whole). These Deities {Vikvade'oas) 
are already impressed with the connection of the sacrifice previously 
implied by the first sentence ; consequently, when with a vieAV to esta¬ 
blishing their relationship Avitli the material Vdjina, we come to assunie 
a ‘sacrifice’ we find that there is no reason why we should set aside tlio 
sacrifice that is pointed out by the word ‘ Vdji ’ (which is synonymous Avitli 
ViivadevaSf and as such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sen¬ 
tence) ; and while we have that sacrifice, there arises no further incon¬ 
sistency Avith regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the 
second sentence we liave the same sacrifice^ the same Apdrva and the same 
Deity as those in the previous sacrifice, and as such there is no reason for 
assuming any other sacrifice. 

For these reasons wo conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
question, the two materials, Amik^d and Vdjina must be taken as per¬ 
taining to the same sacrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 
alteruati\^es or both jointly and that the action mentioned in the second 
sentence is not different from that laid doAvn in the first. 

To the above, Ave make the folloAAung reply 

Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence 
has already a material mentimied for it, another material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it; and hence the mention of 
such a material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not but 
indicate, another Action. 

The meaning of the Siltra thus comes to be this : Inasmuch as 
the Guiia (material) is new and mcapahle of being connected with the 
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Action it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action ; specially as 
tlie two sentences are equal, independent of eacli other. That is 
to say, oacli of the two coiinectiona between Deity and material (that the 
tAvo sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as inconi- 
patibJo with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

The passage in qneBtion comprises two distinct sentences * Vaisva- 
devijami/a^d' and 'Vajibhyovdjinam' and the case of the two sentences is not 
alike as in the sentence ^ Vaisvadevydmikf^d there are two i^elationships: (1) 
The Relationship of the material and tho Deity, and (2) the Relationship of 
the qualiOer and the qualified ; and of these the former is directly men¬ 
tioned by the words, while the latter is indicated by syntactical connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of tlie word ‘ drnik^d ’ by the word 
‘ Vaisvadevi' is not through the meaning of these words; as itisin the case 
of the expression ‘ Nilotpaldvi' what the fact is, is that the Nominal affix 
itself directly denotes the Amik^d together witii the Deity VlsvedevaJ} and 
tho particular material referred to f by the pronoun ‘ asydJ^ ’ in the ex¬ 
pounding of tho Nominal affix) is indicated by the proximity of tho word 
' Amik^d' The case of the other seateiico ^ Vajivyobajindm^ is entirely 


different. 

Because, firstly , in tho sentence *Vajibhyo Vajinam,' the material to be 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘ Vajin ' or by tho Dative affix (in 
the word ‘ Vajihhyal } ; nor do any of these express the connection of that 
material with the Deity; and hence we cannot cognise these by any other 
moans save tho syntactical connection (of tho two words;. That is to say, 
in the word ‘ Vojihhya}}' eithei’ tho basic noun or tho affix or both of them 
together express either the material iii general or a particular material or 
connection of some material with the Deity, all that the word denotes is 
that the object signified by the noun is the recipient] ” and certainly there 
is no idea of the relationship of the ** material included in the word ; 
and hence it has to be cognised by means of tho syntactical connection 
based upon the proximity of the word ‘ Vajmamj 

And, secondly^ in the case of the word ‘ Vaisvadevi' we find that the 
siguification of the Pronoun ' asy^Vi ’ is included in tho Nominal affix, 
but in the case of the word ‘ Vajibhyah ’ the Dative is not laid down in 
the sense of that of whicli the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift : That is to say, in the case of the former, we find 
that, the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense 
of * that of tohich tlie object signified by the basic word is the Deity *; 
while the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that * that which is 
signified by the basic noun is the receiver of that (a certain gift) ^ ; 
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no indication of tlie meaning of the pronoun asyali ’ ; and as a matter 
of fact wliat sucli a word actually expresses is the mere cliaracter of 
the ‘ recipient ’ and hence, it is only on account, of the inconsistency 
of the mention of a ‘rocIf>ient’ without the object to be received, that 
tlie word with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some 
sucli thing ; and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly 
expressed by that word, as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence 
would become the denotation of that word* All that tlie said ‘ desire ’ 
raised by the Dative does it to bring about the requisite relationship 
wliou the other word is uttered ; for if there were no such desire raised 
by the first word, even the second word could not bring about the said 
rolationship. 

Tims, then, though the Dative Aflix directly denotes the deitic 
character {of V'djin)j yoi its relationship with the material is indi¬ 

cated by syntactical connection alone* Our connection is with regard to this 
rolationship (of the material and the Deity) and there is no doubt that 
the relationship of the material vojina (with the Deity Vajiv) (as 
indicated by syntactical connection) is very mucli weaker in authority 
tlmil that of the Amik§a v^ith. the Visvedevas because this latter is men¬ 
tioned directl^^ by the Nominal Affix in the word * VaisvadevV 

Agiiue, not being accompanied by the mention of any accessory. 3 Tii, 
but- Ivannasabdo, the word mentioning a previous action. Giiuabi 

an accessory, Tattra, in that case, Pratiyeta, should be recognised. 

24:. When however the word mentioning the previous 
action is not accompanied by the mention of any accessory, 
the accessory mentioned in another sentence should be taken 
as pertaining to that same action.—24. 

COMMENTARY, 

This “ BiUra ” mentions a counter-instance to the foregoing. The 
sense of it is that wlien a certain Action has not got any definite accessory 
laid down by its original injunction, if another sentence is found mention¬ 
ing an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down the 
Accessory for the same sacrifice that lias been laid down by the previous 
sentence, and hence in such cases, the nieniioii of the Accessory does not 
serve to distinguish the x\ction (from tlie previous one). 
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Adhikararia X. 

Tbe Bhasya has also talcei) Sutra 24 to represent an Adlukarana by 
itself. In tlie case of the two sentences ^ Agniliotvenajnhoti and Dadhiut 
jiihoti/ the question arising as to whether the two sentences refer to the 
eaine or to different actions. The conclusion is that the forinci 
sentence not laying down any material for the ‘ Iloma ^ the latter sentence 
should be taken as laying down tlie material for that same iloma. 

It may bo noted that there is no difference in the actual interi)retation 
of the ^ SiUra,^ In both cases theSfftra deals vvitli a counterdnstanco 
to what has gone before. The only difference is that by one interpretation 
the Sfftra is made a portion of Adhikarana IX while by another it is 
made an independent Adhikarana by itself. 




Adhikarana XI.—The mention of definite materials is 
loith a view to distinct results. 

StTKAS II. ii. 25, 2C. 

Plialas^rftteb, because of tho mention of distinct result. 3 Tu, really. 

Karma, a distinct action, wa Sytlt, sliould be. siai?! Plialasya, of tho action. 

Karmayogitvat, being connected with a definite action. 

25. Because of tlie mention of a distinct Result, there 
Avould he a distinct action (laid down by the sentence) 
specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
Action.—25. 

COMMENTAllY. 

In continuation of tbe sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhoti’ we find 
the neutence ' Dadhnindriyaktmasya juhuydt' and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the fonner sentence ? or does it only serve to men¬ 
tion a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular material 
at the same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the original 
Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the accessory 
mentioned in a subsecpient passage pertains to the Action laid down by that 
Injunction, (2) If the original Injunction contain the mention of an 
accessory, there being no possibility of tbe connection of more than one 
enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory pertains to another 
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!uon. In the case in question, wo find that the sentence lay 
the original action—‘ Agnihotram —does not mention an accessory 

(t’fo., the material ^T)adhV and the Result ‘ Acquiring oj sense^ eniciency ’); 
and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of these latter 
appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle at first^ 
the question as to whether llie Result mentioned in the second sentence 
follow's from the ^ lloma ’ or from the particular material ‘ BadhV 

There being every reason for a doubt in connection with the sen¬ 
tences in question, we in’oceed at first to deal witli tlie following:— 

Vilrva'pcd^a .—Though in tho case in question, the previous sentence 
‘ Agnihotram juhoti,^ mentioning the material, yet the sentence in question 
dadhnendriyaMmasya jtilmydt hys clown a distinct Action; because 
this latter contains, i,e., distinctly mentions, a Result C Sense-efiiciency'), 
and it is only from an Action that a result can follow. 

The whole of the BliSvfirthridhikararm (IT. i. 14) serves as the inesent 
P'Arvapak^a, Because the conclusion therein arrived at was that it is 
only and not Nouns or Adjectives (layhig down the material or 
other accessory details), that are connected with the word speaking of the 
Result, and hence inasmuch as the Result is always connected with an 
Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, the sentence in question 
must be taken as laying clown a distinct Action, and not as only pointing out 
another material {dadhi) for the previously mentioned Actioii {Agnihotra). 

Because the 'inaterial having been already mentioned once, the 
same cannot be‘ enjoined over again ; and if yow hold the sentence to lay 
down a material that has not been already laid down, then the mention 
of the Result would bo altogether superfluous (as no Result can ever 
follow from the material'rfac//??'*). That is to say, in a case where the 
wmcl speaking of the Action does not speak of a material, we can take 
another sentence as laying down that material, only if either that material 
does not happen to have been laid down already by a previous sentence, 
or if the sentence in question is not found capable of asserting anything 
more than wdiat has already been mentioned. In the case in question, 
however, we find none of these conditions present, as the material ‘ dadhi^ 
has been previously laid, down by another sentence * dadlmd juhoti^' and 
the sentence in question mentions a Result (sense-efficiency) over and 
above what lias been spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that 
the Bh&pja has summed up the Pfirvapaksa in the ^vords; we find a 
distinct result mentioned in the sentence in question ; and a (distinct) 
Result can, rightly speaking, follow from a (distinct) Action only. 
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aigg ifq tq Atulyatvfit, on accouiit of not being exai'tly^ eimilav. g Tu, tnit. 

Vakyayol. 1 , of the tvro sentences. 5 ^ Guoe, aa laying down an accessory, 
am Tasya, for the action. Pratlyeta, should bo recognised. 

26. The two sentences not being exactly similar, the 
second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the previonsly mentioned Action.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlie sentenco in question is not similar to those with referenco to 
which it has been concluded, under the Bhilv.arth,4dl)iJcarana (if. i. .1), 
that die llesult follows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the f.ujuiictive has not been removed 
from that which is expressed by the verbal root, whatever result is 
mentioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning; wlien however, 
the potency of tho Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the x\ccessory it is along with 
that necessary that the Result comes to be taken. 

That is to say, the Injunctiveness in reality residing in tlie BhAeana 
is tra’nsferred to from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to he recognised as helping that BhdvaiiA. And at the time that 
tho Injimctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at the Bhavancl 
with a particular result,—it is the Root-meaning that is made the Instrii- 
ineut (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes sub.9ervient 
to that Root-meaning. This (fact of Injunctiveness pertaining to tire 
Root-meaning) is found to bo the case, in connection with the sentenco 
‘ Agnikotram juhuyat svargahdmal^' where the name(Agnihotra) is incapable 
of wresting, for itself, the operation of tho Injunctive. On the other 
hand, in the case of the sentence in question d dadhnendriydkdmasya 
juhuyat ’), the word ‘ dadhi ’ lias got none of the various cliaracteristics 
of a NSmadlreya (Name of a sacrifree) (as detailed in the Fourth PAda 
of tho First AdhyAya) and hence it must be taken as something enjoined ; 
and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive operation that bad been 
pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the BhAvanA in question, 
affected by its contact with tho Dadhi, comes to stand in need of reference 
(to a previous Action) by means of the Root-meaning of the sentence ; 
and consequently when wo find a Remit mentioned, we at once conclude 
this Result to be something to be brought about by the instnunentality 
of tJie Dadhi, and not by that of the Homa (expressed by the Root-meaning 
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of ‘ jiihuyat ’; specially because those that are nut enjoined cannot bo 
accepted to have the Cliaracter of the Instrument; and when we have 
acce|ited a certain other tiling to be the object of the Injunction, we 
can never take the sentence as laying down that from which the Injunctive 
operation has been wrested, as we have already shown above (under 
Sutra II. ii. 11) just as on account of the Injunctive operation being wrested 
by the Dadhi w'o deny the fact of the sentence enjoining the Ilovia, so 
in the same manner, on account of the presence of the word mentioning 
the Result, wo cannot take the sentence as enjoining the dadhi loith 
reference to the Hbma (because of the chance of syntactical split, etc., etc.); 
hence what we hold is that tlie sentence enjoins the Dadhi vnth reference 
to the Bhdvand, and as such, it must be admitted that the Result follows 
from the Dadhi, and the sentence does not lay down a distinct action. 


Aclhiharana XIL—The Vdravanttya, etc., are 
distinet Actions. 

SfiTRA II. li. 27. 

5^3 \\ 

Samosu, the sentences being similar, Karmaynktam, ^related 

to the actions. Syat, should ho. 

27. W hen the sentences are similar (the Result) would 

he connected with distinct Action. —27. 

OOMMBNTAKY. 

Wo now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adhi- 
haraxia. 

The subject of the Adhikarana is thus shown : (1) we have the 
sentence ‘ trioridaqnktomal}, tasya vdynvydsu ekavitiikimagn^toimedma 
hritvd hralnnamrshasahdmo yajetd' and then in oontimiation of this Agnktut 
sacrifice we have the sentence ' vdravaniiyamagni^tomasdma kdryam’ 
which lays down an accessory in the shape of the vAravantiyamagni- 
^pmasdma hfitvd pakuhamo hyetend yajetd. [This difference between the 
bearing of the two sentences being that when the Varvanttya is sung 
to in connection with the Vdyavxja verses then the result is in the shape 
of ‘ Brailgiic glory ’ while when the same is sung in connection with the 

Revati vei’ses, the Result i.s in the shape of ‘ Cattle ’]. 

Here, too, we have as before, the following doubt:—Does this 
last sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down 
iu the previous sentence, as qualified by a distinct material (in the shape 
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^ tlie Varvanthja in connection with the tievati verses)? Or, does it only 
sen^e to lay down this distinct material only, with reference to the same 
Action, just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adllikaiana? 

And oil tliia we have the following:— 

Purvapahsa. —In view of tlie reasoiiH detailed, and the conclusion 
arrived at, in the foregoing Adhikavami, it must be admitted that the 
sentence in question serves only to lay down the Result as following from 
a particuhir accessory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). 
Because, as a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive xiotency of the 
sentence is taken up by the connection between the lievati and tlie 
V^dyavantiya^ and then wo find a liesult mentioned tdong with tliis In¬ 
junction ; consequently we cannot take the sentence as la3dng down the 
SacHjice (as that would entail a dual junctioning of the Injunction, 
tliereby leading to syntactical split). And as for the connection between, 
the Uevatl and tlie Vdravantiy% this would be brought about, without 
a repetition of the Injunctive affix, b^^ the wo.vd ^ kvitviV which is 
mentioned distinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said 
syntactical split). 

To the above we make the following reply : 

Siddhdnta —When there is an Accessory which accepts the previously 
mentionod Action as its substratum, then alone is it so that we do not 
perceive any difference between the Actions (mentioned in the two 
sentences), and the reason is that in such a case what the latter seiitenco 
does is only to refer to the previous Action for the sake of its connection 


with tlie new Accessory. 

That is to say, we find the sentence In question ‘ ef/isyaiva revali^u, ’ 
etc., containing the mention of ‘ sacrifice ’ directly by means of the root 
under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice^ that is 
herein mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, 
then alone could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not a distinct sacrifice. As for instance in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhnendinyakdmasaya^ we find that the sentence 

directly lays down only the relationship with the iDarticular Result, and 
then the context helps to supply the other substrate of the relationship 
in the shape of Iloma ; and. in this case wo admit the mention of ‘ Homa ’ 
in the sentence to be a mere reference to a previously mentioned ^ Iloma ^ 
and another reason for this is that the Dadhi by itself also is capable of 
directly accomplishing the Homa. In the case in question, on the other 
lumrl., we find that the Vdravantiya qualified by the lievatl verses is not, 
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capable of directly nccoimj^liBliiiig Ibo encnfice; because it is 
neil,lier n. Deity nor n material (which two alone are directly accomplishing 
the sacrifice); because the sacrifice re<iuires for its accomplishment, no 
other helping factors, except those of the Deity, the material, and the 
perhn-mer; and hence it is never accomplished directly by moans of 

a Soma (Ydravanltya and the like). 

Thus then, though through the peculiar character of the context, the 
sacrdfice (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not he- 
coine cognised as the srdjstrate of the said Sonui, because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character; and hence that ‘ sacrifice’^ cannot 

he accepted as referred to by the sentence in question (Revatifii, etc.,) 

specially as we have no grounds for believing that the sacrifice herein 

mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the 

% 1 


Hymnimj, that forms a part of the previous ‘ sacrifice ’ and which being 


accomplished by means of the Varvanthja Som.a, is capable of being taken 
as its substrate—it is not pointed out by the context; because the presence 
of Hjfiiininij in the previous ‘sacrifice’; tire ‘ Agni^itiit’ is only based upon 
an indirect implication. 


Aclhikarana XJII. — A single result following from two 

Actions. 

sOTKA II. ii. 28—29. 

dbh 35^^: ifTOUiIln: H =<c II 

Saubhare, in connection v/itli the Subhara. riuAsasvuteh, be¬ 

cause of the mention of human effort. PM Nidhanain, with the Nidhana. i*nre%*i; 
connection of n desirable result* 

28. Tlscfiiise of 1-lie nientioii of liuniuii effort in con¬ 
nection with the Sanhhara there must he a distinct desirable 
result connected with the Nidhana.—28. 

COMMENTARY. 

From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Sauhhara is the Brahmasdma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyoti^tomi ; in connection 
with this wo have the sentences ‘ Yadi Z?at/raiifaram,’ , etc., which serve to 
lay down certain motive causes ; and then later on, we meet with the 

Bcntonco. _(1) ‘ Yo VriAikdmo yo annMyaMmo yah svavgo'kdviali oa 

sauhharena sluvila,’ which mentions the three results in connection with 
the Sauhhara which is a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotklonia 
sacrifice, in accorilance with the rule that all such desirable results are 











IT PADA, XIIT ADEIKABANA, sa. 28 . 


connected with the necessary accoinpauiment, because this is ecjually 
present in all cases ; and it will be shown later on, under S'O.tra IV. iii. 5, 
that such an accoinpaniinent can be only that which helps the sacrifice and 
fulfils a desirable end of the human agent; and under SiUra IV. iii. 26, 
that the several results mentioned follow from the said necessary accom¬ 
paniment, alternatively. Then again, with reference to the aforesaid 
Sauhhttrciy we have the .following sentence (2) : vri^tikArrK^ya 

nidhanam kurydt urgityannAdyaMmAyt^ iln iti svargakdmasya INidhanarn 
is the concluding part of the Sdma.} 

Ill connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the 
following question : Does the Saubhara (mentioned in the former sentence) 
bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nidkanas, hi^ and the 
rest [mentioned in sentence {2}] which bring about separate results of their 
own (apart from that of the S luhhara), or the8r3 ‘ ' etc., have been laid 

down as the various Instruments vvhicli when employed in connection 
with the same aforesaid Saubhara^ help it in bringing about tlie said 
lesults? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the dilTerence or non- 
dilTerence of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way connected 
with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non-difference 
of Actions, the difference and non-difference of tlie resultant ApArva also 
forms the subject matter of the Adhydya. 

On the above question, we have the following : — 

pOrvapafsa (A). 

Pi\rvapak<ia —ii the results mentioned in the latter sentence were the 
same- as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then tlieir repetition 
(in the latter sentencej would be wholly useless; because in that case, there 
would be nothing that would be laid down by the sentence in question ; 


because the /ri? and the rest are already known, from other Vedic texts, as the 
Nidhams of the Saubhara (and the only other object spoken of in the 
sentence is the result, and this you take to lie the same as that previously 
mentioned, and so the sentence would have nothing new to say.) Nor can 
it be urged that the sentence in question would serve the purpose of 
restricting the Nidlianas because these being directly laid down (in other 
Vedic texts) as the Nidlianas to be employed they cannot rightly be 
set aside on the strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, restriction as serving the sole purpose of setting aside 
something, is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are 
indirectly implied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down 
to set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all directly laid down by 
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tlie text that lays down the Sauhh.o.rU '; and under the cii'cumstances it is 
scarcely right to take any one of them as setting aside the rest, on. the 
mere ground of repetition actuated by an Injunction; specially when this 
latter admits of another explanation. In accordance with onr theory, 
however, the use of ‘lit^’and the rest having the capability of bringing 
about distinct results of their own, would be more desirable, for the agent, 
than those that have been mentioned as forming part of the Sauhhai'a and 
thereby helping in the accomplishment of the sacrifice ; and on ground of 
this greater desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the 
latter. 

(2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only if it 
laid down the relationship (causal) between the Rain, etc., and the 
etc., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And this would also 
save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vrktikdmajji,' as a mere 
qualification of the Smthliai'a in a sentence wliich would betaken as serving 
to restrict the Nidhan'Js, —while it is quite capable of being taken directly 
by itself (as mentioning the result following from the Vidhams). 

(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want 
a lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
to urge the human agents to action. 

For those reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
l^idhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
Saubhara itself. 

H R5. U 

^ Sarvasya, of the whole. « VA, but. awwswm UktakAmatvAt, liaving 
their reaulte already mentioned, Taamin, to that, iws: KAmafi^iutih, 

mention of the result, SyAt, should refer. IWtml NidhAnarthA, for the 

purpose of restricting the Nidhana. r’; Punabsmtil), repetition. 

29. But because the results tnentioned pertain to the 
whole Sauhham the result mentioned subsequently should 
also pertaiu to the same. The second mention is only for 
the purpose of restricting the Nidhana.—29. 

COMMENT AltY. 

In answer to the aforesaid PArvapak^a we have the following :— 

Siddhdnta (A.) —The Ai? cannot be connected with the Result, because 
diat would make the itientioii of the Nidhana wholly redundant; while if 
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lidhiina be taken as connected with the Saiibhara, the Result could be 
taken as qualifying the Saithhai^a. 

That is to say, if we were to take the seatonce as—‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the hh and by that as a nidliana ol the Saubhara/ 
—there would bo a syntactical split; for if the his were not connected 
with the Satthhardy then the sejitence would be wholly rediiudant. In 
accordance with our theory, there is nothing without some use; and 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in a question, the Sauhharay as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already 
been laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves, and hence 
all that the sentence has got to lay down is the relationsliip between the 
hi^ etc., and the Satihkara; and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Even apart from any consideration of 
the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the qtlier, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than, the otlier; as, for instance, the word 
‘ Sauhliara applying to all parts of that 80111 % it is only by indirect indica- 
cation that all its nidhanas (his etc.,) could be mentioned by the sentence 
speaking of tlie 'Snubhara^; wliile the sentence in question mentions the 
particular mdhanas directly ; and as such this latter is more autlioritativo 
than the former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the 
riidhanas implied in the former sentence). .4nd just as that which is 
implied is set aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that 
which is indirectly indicated. Or, the sentence in question does not set 
aside anything of the song mentioned by the word * Smihhara ’ because all 
that it does is to lay down certain letters for instance, and as such 

it would set aside certain other letters only (and not tlie song itself.) If 
the sentence had laid down the part of some other song, then the part 
of the ‘ Sauhham' would be set asifle by that; as a matter of fact, however, 
the restriction of the nidhtw only serves to preclude certain letters of 




tlie slolid (tbe Sam'i). xVnd aa sucli there is no <vnoiTia.iy of the preolusioti 
of that whicii has been directly laid down. 

For tliese reasons, we conclnde that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the Nidhanas. 

Kum4rila is not satisfied with the above presentation of the Adhi- 
karaija and he makes the following observations :— 

As for the form of the douhtitseU, there can be no such doubt, because 
the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from that 
on which the abovementioned doubt has been based, because (in the 







pdRVA-MlMiMSA-SdTRAS. U ADHYAYA. 


Sl 


_jence * vri^tikdniaya nidhanain\ cannot bo taken along 

with the nidhanarn because of the intervention between them, of the word 
Vfviiikdmdya avS it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
trn is the iddhana, etc. (This is the case of the above representative of the 
Pdj^apah^a), 

So also ill the case of the above representation of the Siddhdnta^ if 
the sentence be taken as laying clown the ‘tw’ with reference to the 
nidhana as qualified ‘ desire for min' then, inasmuch as it would con¬ 
tain a reference to a qiinlified object, there wovihl be distinct syntactical 
split. If it be taken as laying down thetr^? 'vith reference to tl)e nidhanas 
only (not qualified by desire for rain”), then the mention ol tlie Result 
would bo wliolly useless. Because the connection with all nidhannfi has 
aheacly been laid down by mere mention of the ' sauhhara'm(] lienee 
no useful pui’pose would be served by the sentenco laying down such a 
connection only, if again, the sentence be taken as—‘ 
sauhlf/iTdin tnayn yannidhonnni tatva padnnipvojjunjit/i (one should use 
the word t^*uj in the nidhana of that bauhhavu which is sung foi the Stdee 
of Raitd—then, inasmuch as this would involve various predictions, there 
would be a syntactical split. Tiiough ‘ desire for rain, Sauhlinra and 
nidhanas have all been mentioned before, yet inasmuch as there are many 


othei’ nidhanas present in the Saubhara it is necessary to make an attempt 
to preclude these and thereby the sentence would come to serve more 
purposes than one; and that would entail a syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhdnta as represented above, has not quite 
effectually refuted the Pdrvapak^a ; as tlie fact of the tri% etc., being 
nidhanas is mentioned by Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhikarava as follows: 

The being taken with the word vristihdmaya there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence point to its connection with the reside 
or with the means, ddiat is to say, the sentence being taken as 
vpi^tikdmdya there arises a doubt as to whether the tri^ is related directly 
to the Result, or to a particular means (in the shape of the Saubhara) as 
qualified by the Result? 

Jri fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has beenehoivn in 
the Bhdfi/a by means of the sentences ‘ tri^iti nidhanamiti etat phalamhha- 
vatUi.' Tlie sentence ‘ Vfi^tikdnuiyeti Sauhharavisesaaain {Bhd^ya )— 
means that the Saubhara not being mentioned by name in the sentence in 
question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could be qualified 
by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion tfUd sambandhdt 

means tliat the has no connection witli the form of the result. 
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then, inasmuch as the position of tlie Pilrvapak^a based upo 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the Collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 

Pilrvapak^ha (B). —If every one of the nidhanas were restricted with 
reference to the Saiibhara as engaged in fulfilling its own function,—then, 
inasmuch as the Injunction of the f/rk ^-nd the rest would be established by 
the very fact of these being brought forward by the Oollectiv^e Injunction 
of the sacrifice in question, there would be no use ol another Injunction of 
them (in tlie sentence in question). No such Collective Injunction, how¬ 
ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship) of the hi^ with 
the pai ticular Result; and as such, in giving expression of this relation¬ 
ship, the sentence would be serving a distinct useful purpose. 

And further, the word ‘ Vri^pikdmdya^' having directly inentiou- 
ed the human agent concerned—it is only natural that when this agent 
comes to look for the means of accomplishing tlie Result, this want is 
supplied by the mention of tv{,% etc. Otherwise (if the result belonged 
to the Saiihhdra^ then) this Satihhara could bo mentioned as the means 
sought after, only through indirect Injunction, bascil upon the fact of its 
occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing about the 
Result in question. And certainly there can be no ground for having re¬ 
course to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want is found to be 
supplied by means of Direct Assertion). 

This representation of the Pih^vapakf^a appeared to have been in¬ 
tended by the Bhd^ya as is shown by the sentence ‘ Tat}tdsrutilak^a7,id 
vi^ayej etc.” 

The Siddhdvta in that case would be represented as follows : — 

Siddhdnta {B), —The previous sentence having spoken of a certain 
Result as following from the Sauhhara as a wholes what the sentence iai 
question does is to restrict the particular nidhanas of the SauhJiara with 
reference to each one of the results mentioned (and tlius the mention of 
the results in the previous latter sentence is a reference to the very same 
results mentioned in the sentence). 

That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sen¬ 
tence in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those 
mentioned previously in connection witli the Sauhhnva as a whole—-we can 
never believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular 
Xidhanas), 

To the question—“Why then should there be a repetition the 
answer —' Nidliandrtha punasrutHi (the repetition is for the purpose ^ 
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restricting the Nidhanas). This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two 
of the foregoing Adhikararjas, viz.y that the result follows from the Accessory 
(II. ii. 20), and that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory 
(ll. ii. 27). Jieeanse what is herein shown is that the sentence in ques¬ 
tion does not lay down the Result, but only indicates the ‘ Hi?’ etc., as 
part of tlie Sauhliara leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syni/teMcal split that had been urged against us, ^vonld have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Wt?, 
etc.) or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Saiihhara, As a 
matter of fact, however, we do none of these, as we hold the relationship 
to exist beUveen the Eis and the word ^ Vfistikdma; and the fact of 
the Nidhana being the qualification of Sauhhara, we deduce from the 
context; and certainly the peculiarities deduced from the context do not 
cause a syntactical split. And hence tlie anomaly of syntactical split does 
not quite apply to us. 

[SUPPLEMBNTAKY ADHIKARA^TA.] 

There is yet another point to be considered in this connection : (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the Snuhhara 
in whatever resceusion of the Veda the Sdma may be found to appear? 
Or is the fiauhhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form 
in which it appears in that rescension wherein it is found with the 
as its Nidhana ? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas — t)rg and 


And on this point we have the following :— 

PArvapak^a. —As all the Sauhharas appearing in tlie thousand rescen- 
sions of the are recognised as optional alternatives, what the 

sentence in question does is merely to restrict the Ui% etc., with regard 
to the desire for rain, etc., (tlie Sanbhara being of any Rescension of the 
Sdmaveda.) 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

Siddhinta, —As a general rule, the song to be employed for the sake 
of Rain etc., must be of that particular Nidhana. 

Because in order thac the form of the song may not be utterly des¬ 
troyed, one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and 
hence what is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the whole 
of the song (together with its Nidha^ia and other parts) ; and as such all 
its restrictions should always follow the way in which it appears in the 


Veda, 
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The sentence in question is capable of yet another interpretation. 
The sentence laj^s clown the mere relationship between the Saubhara and 
the fits both of which have been mentioned previously the construction 
of the sentence being ’ Yat Vfkttikcimaya saubharam^ yaaca hifityevarn 
nidhanam^ tadckatrci Sampddantyam, 

Thus, then we conclude that the sentence serves to restrict the use 
of the whole Saubhara Sdina with reference to the various results. 


Sl 
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SECOND ADHYAYA. 

Third Pada. 




AdhiMrana I.—The Orahdgrata is subsidiary to the 
Jyotisfoma. 
sOtras rr. la. 1 — 2 . 

imi 

GuQah, the accessory. 3 Tn, really, Kratasamyog^t, oa account 

of connection with the sacrifico, KarniA-ntarain, a distinct action. 

rrayojayefc, would bring about. Sarnyogasya, of the connection, 

Aaesabhfttatvat, on account of being in its entirety. . 

1. The Accessory, being in connection with the 
sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the 
connection is in its entirety.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Jyotvttoma, from among the various alter¬ 
native Samas, the Brahadrathdntura has been laid down as the means of 
accomplishing the particular hymn (I’rohtha); and then we find the sentence 
'Vadi Uathantardsdmd xomah sydl aindravdyavayran grahan grihrdydt, 
yadi Bi'ihatsdina sukrdgi'dti (If the soma is connected with the Ratliantaru 
sdma, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels dedicated to 
Indra and Vdyu etc., etc., etc.) 

And in connection with these two sentences, there arises the follow 
ing question with regard to tlio Action with its Accessory that is mentioned 
in the latter sentence : Is it an action distinct from the JyoMoma^ or 
is it the same Ji/oitstonw mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sacri¬ 
fice, as characterised by the Rathantava Sdmn ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question Is the Rathantava related to the sacrifice in its entirety (t.e., is 
the Rathantara the only Soma to be used at it) ? Or is it related by 
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fe existence (i.e., the Rathantara is one of the many used in 
siicrifjce.) ? 

And tills leads us toanotlier question—Is the Rathantara ^ooepied as 
qualified by the sacrifice or the sacrifice as qualified by the Rathantam? 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec¬ 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows :—The action men¬ 
tioned in the sentence in question is none other than the JyotiHorna 
itself—(1) because the presence of the Rathantava Sdina^ as also that 
of tlie Brihat Sdmrl, is mentioned by another sentence ; (2) because the 
word ‘ yadi' distinctly points to the conditional character, which dependwS 
upon the previous mention of that wliich is laid down as the condition ; 
(3) because the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the 
collective sentence laying down the whole procedure of the Action collec¬ 
tively ; (4) because the accessory mentioned more authoritatively else¬ 
where ; specially so, in accordance with the Sutra If. ii. 16. 

in opposition to this position of the Sirfe/Mnta, we proceed to put 
forward the Pdrvapa'km embodied in the Sdtra :— 

Purvapakm, —The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a 
distinct Action because a compound is possible only, when the words 
compounded have a certain capability; and tliis capability is held to exist 
in the cjualifying Sdm((> ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the 
ol^ject qualified ; while in the Jyotii^Uma we do not find the Rathanicira 
differentiating the sacrifice (by precluding all other Sdmas), 

It has been explained above under Sfitra II. ii. 23, that it is 
only when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the 
previously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case 
in question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed 
by the Bahuvrthi compound—' Rathajitara Sdina' —is pointed out by 
the word ‘ y^tdi' as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel); and 
tlio character of the condition is not found to belong to tlie existence of 
the mere Rathantava ; as that has only a subordinate position in tlie com¬ 
pound (being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the com¬ 
pound). Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantava 
to be qualified by the Saerifiee —we could not very well tahe the existence 
of the Rathantava as the condition. Nor is it possible for the SAma 
(Kat/mnfara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice ; because that (Srima) 
exists els'ewliere also. It could have been so differentiated, if fhe Ratluin- 
tnra was the Sa/?ia peculiar to the sacrifice in question alone; but as a 
matter of fact, that is not so, 
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Therefore we innst take the compound bb expressing 
liathantara being the only Sdma connected ivith the j^artienlar sacrifice ; 
and iTjasinucli as we do not find either the Jyotif^tmna or any otlier sacri¬ 
fice, connected with that Sdma only, the presence of the mere Eathantara 
could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

Thus, then, having to renounce all notion of condition^ we find the 
word ' Eatlianiarasdma ’ to be inexplicable, and from this aiiparent incon¬ 
sistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action, at which the Eaihaniava would be the only Srfma employed. 
Siiecially as that distinct Action is quite capable of being performed. 
And the mere existence of the Eathantara cannot be a qualification, as 
it does not extend over the whole of the Sacrifice, and not being a 
qualification it cannot have the capability (of being compounded); 
and without the capabilities, there can be no compound ; but as a matter 
of fact, we find the Sarndsa actually present in the case in question ; 
consequently the Action mentioned in the sentence is not recognised as 
being the same as the one mentioned before. For these reasons it is con¬ 
cluded that the sentence in ciuestion is the Injunction of a distinct Action. 

wm Ekasya, of the same A.ctIon. 3 Tu, but. LiAgabhedat, on 

account of diverse characteristics, rrayojanariham, for a certain purpose. 

Ucliyota, could be mentioned, Ekatvain, being one only, Quuavak- 

yatvfit, being a subsidiary sentence. 

2 . The same Action having diverse characteristics 
these conld be mentioned for a certain purpose—the Action 
being one only, on account of the sentence (in question) 
being subsidiary (to the previous sentence).—2, 

COMMENTARY. 

On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the 
present Adhikaram, we conclude that the sentence in question merely 
lays down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyoli^pjina, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. ( 1 ) Becau.se it is the same 
sacrifice of the Jyotkloma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Samas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condition 
of the precedence to bo accorded to one or the other of the vessels; and 
inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to tlie foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and 
hence tUo Sacrifice in question is believed to he one and one only. (2) Or, 
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facii of the Rafliaat'iniy etc., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jijoti^toma sacriQce that is laid 
down as having these Siimas uientioued in the sentences that are subsi¬ 
diary to the original Injunction of t\io Jyotiitomet; and consLeqiiently, the 
Action mentioned in tiu^ sentence in question is none other than tlie 
Jijoti^toma, which therefore is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serves the purx)ose of laying down certain conditions of precedeme [ and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 


Adhiharana II .— The Avesti is a distinct sacrifice^ 

sOTRA II. iii. 3. 

Avestau, in the Avesti. Yajiiasamyogidt, on account of connec¬ 
tion with the sacrifice, Kfatupradhanain, pointing ohielly to a Bucrifico. 

Uchyate, must be accepted. 

3. Because of the mention of the Avesti being con¬ 
nected with the mention of the sacrifice it must be accepted as 
pointing chiefly 'to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory).—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the same context with the seuteJice ‘ liaja rajas^Aycna svdrajyakamo 
yajeta we find the sentence—(i) Agneyo.^tdkapdlo hirartydn dakfiria and so 
fortli, which serve to lay down, by mentioning tho relationship of certain 
substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as ‘ Ave.^ti * ; and 
then subsequently, we come across the following sentence : (u) ‘ Yadi 
Brdhmaiw yajeta Bdrhaspatyam madliye nidhdyd hiUimdkiitim hutvd 
hutvabhighdmyei yadi Rdjanya Aindram, yadi Vaihjo Vaisuadeoam.' 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
and it is this: (a' Does it serve to lay down tho inserting of the Bdrhas^ 

paiya, etc., as due to (conditioned by) the connection of the A v^ii as 
forming part of tlie Rdjasilya, with the various castes, a connection that 
has already been laid down in the previous sentences ? Or, does it lay 
down a distinct performance (of the Avei^ti), in connection with the 
Brahmaria etc., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question : viz.^ (6).—Aro all the throe 
castes entitled to the performance of the Rajasdya or the Ksatriya only. 
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[As if the latter, tliea the connection of tlio threo castes vvitli the Ave^ti 
of the Uljasitya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned.]. 

(c) xVnd tliivS last question would lead us to tlie consideration of the 
word * Z?dja,’wl)ich is the word that specifies the agent entitled to the 
perforiiiatice of the Edjamiya ; and in connection with the word * Raja^' 
we shall have to consider tlie question as to whether it siguiftes the 
Kf^atriya or one who 'performs the fnnations of a king ? 

And on this question we have the following :— 

P'urvapakt^a,—‘In view of the conclusion arrived at in the foreg(jing 
AdhiharaxiOy it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to 
lay dowji tlio conditions for the particular insertions. 

And to the performance of Rajasuya^ all the three castes are entitled, 
as shown by tlio word *R(tjd^ which signifies ‘ one who performs the 
functions of a king.’ Because all through the word, it is only one perform¬ 
ing the kingly f unctions that is spoken of as ‘ Ri)j(V x\nd it is thus 
alone that tlie text in question can liave an extended application. 

That is to say, wlieii it is jiossible for the word ‘ Rdjd ’ to be taken 
both ways {Le.y as signifying the K.ptriya, and as signifying one Avho 
performs tlie kingly functions), it is far more advisable to accept the 
signification of all the three castes ; because tliis interpretation alone 
would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) of 
the conditions (‘ Yadi Brahmatja, etc.'} and with tlie context, etc., and also 
because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of tlie declaration 
of all the tln’ee castes being entitled to the perforniance of the Rdjasilya. 

ifor these reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
castes, perforiuing the functions of a king are ‘ Rajas' and these functions 
are well known to consist in the protection nf the people and the removal 
from among them, of all troublous factors. 

To the above we make tlio following reply : — 

Siddhdnta .—The sentence in question serves to lay down the con¬ 
nection of the Brdhviana^ etc., vvitli the sacrifice ; because such connection 
has not been mentioned before, the mere performing pf kingly functions 
not sufiiciug to make one known as ‘ Rdjd'. 

That is to say, the word ‘ Rdjd' denotes the K.^atriya «and cannot 
be taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist, 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the 
significations of the root ‘ RdJ ' in Brightness or Effulyenee, and botli of 
those are impossible; because we find the wor'l having a well known 
meaning apart from the literal; and even though this meaning may be 
known in one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the 
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of the literal meaning; and tlicii, too, tliore is no one definite 
literal meaning tliat is I'ccognised as universally applicable; as on. tlio 
one band, the word ‘ R'iji ’ is not found to be applied to such bright 
things as Fire and tbo lihe ; nor, on tlio other, to such representatives of 
the king as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the 
kingly functions of protecting the people and the like. 
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Adhikarana 111.—The laying of the fire is an object of 

Injunction. 

HOTRA II. ui. 4. 

n « u 

AflliaiiG, to the laying of fire. Sarvauesalvat, because it fonns 

an integral factor of all sacrifices. 

4. The Injunction does not point to the laying of lire 
us this forms an integral factor in all sacrilices.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

in connection with the sentence ‘ Vasante Brahmavo grhfadadhita,^ 
there is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the 
vlaying of fire) has been previously mentionod then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would bo taken as laying down 
the condition (for the particular season to be chosen) ; and in that 
case, tlie construction of the sentence in question being —'Yad Brdhnuma 
Madhtta tad Vasante,— The Vasanta and the Brdhmana would come to 
restrict one another (i.c., the spring would bo the time for the Brdhmana 
and Brdhmana would bo the performer in the Spring time). While on 
the other hand, if the laying of fire be not found to have been previ¬ 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the 
Injunction of the Laying a6 ’by the Brahmana at the time of 
the Spring and the following would be the advantages of this latter in¬ 
terpretation : — 

(1) In the tliree sentences— (a) Vasante Brdhmario'gninddadhitdy 
(b) OrUme Ttdjdnyal}, (c) Sdradi VaUyaliy —inasmuch as the laying men¬ 
tioned in the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accer;- 
sories {Brdhmnrja and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence ; the 
accessories mentioned in the other two sentences would point to 
distinct actions of 'Laying); and as such there would be three LayingQ 
of fire; (2) the presence of the Atmanepada affix in adadhtta would 
point to the necessity of the sacrificer himself laying his own fire; 
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le Stfdra would become precluded (from sacrifices), as onl^^ 

Things oi fire are laid down and witbout the laying of fire, no sacrifice 
would bo performed. If, on the other hand, the sentences be taken, 
not as Injunctions of the laying, but as simply laying down conditions, 
then we would have the reverse of all these three advantages. 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as Vasante Brdlmavam uponayita, grime 
Tidjaiiymn, klradi Vaisya'm ; as the condition of these sentences is exactly 
like that of those dealt with in this Adhikarapa- 

The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus :— 

Pih^vapahi^a,—The Laying of Fire having been implied by an in- 
jiinction of a sacHfice in general (as swargakthno yayetd) or laid down 
by a general Injunction (such as ya evamvidiodnaginddhalte} its mention 
over again in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the 
various castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. 

That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our 
favour is that, inasmuch as the Injunction of such actions as the 
Jignihotra and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial 
fire made ready hy the proper method of laying it, this laying of 
the fire must be taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and 
lienee the mention, in the sentences in question, of the same 'Laying 
must be taken as serving the purpose of laying down the Brdhmam, 
etc., by way of specifying certain conditions. If, however, it be argued, 
that on account of these injunctions liaving other direct objects of 
Injunctions they cannot rightly serve the purpose of indirectly imply¬ 
ing any such action as the said Laying—then, in that case we Avould 
bring forward another independent Injunction of the laying itself, 
in the shape of the sentences * Ya evamuidvAm agnimWiatie, eto'\ an 
Injunction which is wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which 
has its Injunctive potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory 
details. And thus then, the Laying of Five having been already laid 
down in this Injunction, the sentences in question could uot bo taken 
as enjoining the same Laying of Fire, 

The argument of the Siddhdnta may be thus summed up : — 
Siddhdnta, —So long as we have a direct Injunction, wo cannot very 
well admit of an implied or inferred one ; and hence either the mention 
of the purpose to he served or that of the existing state of things, 
can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, tlio mere mention of the purpose to be servotl by 
the Jjxying of Fire (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
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miya fire for the Agnihotiu &o.), cannot be taken as necessarily 
pointing to tlio injunction oT the said Lay my the necessary fire could 
be obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra performer, speci¬ 
ally as in tlie case of tlie injunction of the Laying of fire being implied 
by tliose of Agnihotra^ etc., there is no Atmanepada restricting tlie fire to 
that wliicli is prepared by the Sacrificer himself. When, however, the 
necessary Injunction is found to he directly asserted (by a Vedic text), 
there is no Inconsistency which could lead us to assume an unheard of 
text (as containing the required Injunction) the only ground for assum¬ 
ing such text being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, 
as for the mention of the existing state of things, in the sentence ‘ Fa 
evam vidvandgninddhattef ete .^—so long as we find a direct Injunction 
of tlie Laying of fire in the shape of the sentencos in question ‘ VasanUi 
Brdhmano' gninddadhitaf etc., etc., any mere description of the existing 
state of things can never acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same 
effect); specially as this latter has got to servo a distinct purpose of 
laying down all such details as the fetching of tlio water, etc., mentioned 
in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must he admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitlierto iinmentioued Laying of fire as performed 
by tlie Brdhinarin, etc. 


Adliiharana IV.—The Ddkmijana, etc ,, Accessories. 

sOtras IL ill. 5 to 11. 

li V. II 

Ayanesu, in the sentences containing the word Ayana. CliodanAn- 

tnram, distinct injunctions. SanjhopavandhAt, because of the particular 

names. 

5. The sentences contnining the word Ayana must 
be taken as containing Injunctions of distinct actions :—(1) 
because of the particular names attached to them.”—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

[In connection with Darsa-Piirnarndsa we find the sentence * Ddh^ii- 
y tlia-ynjnena yajetd pvajakdmalj,. Sdkamprasthdpyena yajetd pasuhimufy, 
•^uhkramayflgena yajetd annddyikdmali.^ And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay clown certain 
accessories for the Darka^Piirivmds as bring about certain definite results 
or they lay down distinct sacrifices independent of the ParkL-Pdrpamdsc^, 
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PDvV(qyik<i(f .,—In eomiection with the sentence ‘ DadlmedviyakavKfsya 
jiilinijiU,'it hixs been shown above (IL ii. 25, 26) that this sentence lays 
down a certain result folio\ying from a certain accessory of the same 
saorifiee. And this is quite proper; because in that case the Didhi is 
not mentioned as co-extenmvb witli the TIomay that would on account of 
tills name, be taken as different from the previous lloma. In the case 
in qucBtioii, on the other hand, we find that the name Dak^ayaiia is 
mentioned as co-extensive (identical) with the saerifiee^ as has not been 
applied to the previous sacrifice (tlie Darm-Pilrnamdsa) ; consequently 
in this case, there can be nothing incongruous of the fact of the word 
^ Dakmy am'ixointiiig to distinct sacrifice qualified by that name. Nor 
is there any such substance as * Dak^ayana ’ known to e.xist, as we do 
find those like tlie Dadhi, Consequently, on account of the reasons shown 
under If. i. I, we conclude that inasmuch as the sentence lays down a 
sacrifice witil reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wliolly distinct 
from tlic previous Darm-PJhriamdsa. 

“frgwT ^ (I ^ 11 

Agunfi, not pertaining to the accessories. ^ Cfia, also, Karma- 

ehodaiubn, injunctions of actions. 

6. ‘‘ Because the Injunction o£ tlie Action does not 
pertain to the Accessory.”—6. 

COMMICNTAHY. 

That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentonoo in question 
lias not been removed away from the Action, so that it could go over to 
tlio Accessory. 

Samdptam, complete. ^ Olia, also. Phalo, by the mention of the 
result. Vakyani, the sentence. 

7. “ Because the sentence is quite complete vvitli tlie 
mention of the result.”—7. 

COMMENT/VHY. 

Inasmuch as tlio result can never form the object of Injunction, the 
sentence cannot bo said to lay down the Result with reference to tlio 
sacrifices,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid down, in the 
sentence Vnhibhiryajetd ; and as sucli the sentence must be taken as en¬ 
joining an Action (as no third ol)ject of Injunction is possible in the sen- 
tence), and (inasmuch as no Action that has already been enjoined once 
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rill the object of another Injunction) it must be admitted that the 
Action herein enjoined is distinct from all— Darsa^ Pdrytcirndsa, etc.,—that 
have been enjoined before,” 

siddhAnta. 

U c; || 

VikArab, modillcation. ^ Va, really. Prakarai?at, because of 

the context. 

8. It is really a modilication of tlie previous sacri- 
fice.--8. 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the sentence be the Iiijancfcloii of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before,—for reasons 
shown under SAtm, if. iii. ^0, specially as tlie sentence is found to bring 
about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory {Dak^a- 
yaiia) and a Result (acquiring of children);—just as in the case of the 
sentence ^ Dadhuendriyaluimasycij etc,’ it must bo admitted that the sacrh 
fice referred to is the same that lias been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ‘ Dakf^a-^ 
yayjLa' But this is scarcely true ; because the fact of there being such an 
accessoiy is pointed out by the context itself—just as are many 
other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest; that is to say, we find in 
the context that after the sentence in question has laid down ilio Ddk- 
^ayatia as an Accessory; there is another sentence that points out the 
actual form of that Accessoiy. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the D(ife.^a?/aria is 
not found to be taken as co«extensive or identical with the sacrifice. 

And further, even if the Ddk'^ayana, etc., be taken as co-oxtensive 
with * sacrifice' then too, on account of their proximity to the Dadhi, etc., 

I these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications fof the Darsa- 
PArnamdsa). Consequently even in this case, what the sentence would do 
would be to lay down the Result following from a modification of the 
Dariia^Piirriaiadsa and not from any other sacrifice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the context would also be avoid¬ 
ed. Though there will be a rupture of the context in connection with the 
Ddhmyana to this extent, that which is mentioned as leading to a 
definite Result {e. tlie Ddk^ayaria) cannot be taken as part of die 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darsa-PAriiLamdsa would form the sub¬ 
strate of the Ddhsaya't]ia, the mention of the Darm-Pi'irvamdsa could very 
well be connected with the subsequent sentences (under consideration) and 
thus help them (in their denotation). 




could I 
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Lif)ga darsandt cLa, also because we find indicative Yedic texts. 


9, Also becase wo find Vedic texts indicative (oi: iion- 
difference).—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo have tlio sentence —* Tvirjiiatam van^ani Darsa^pArt^amasdbyAm 
yajetd yadi Ddh^dyaiiayaji sydt atha api pfvnchadanaira varshaiii yajeta atm 
hi eva sd sampadyate; doe hi paiLvnamasydm yajttd due amaodf^ye dtrahi ' 
eva khaln. sd mmpad bhavati’ * one should perform tlie Darka-Pdrtjia'indaa for | 
tliirty years; but if the sacrificer liappens to be a performer of the Ddh^d- 
yarja, he could hnisli it in fifteen years as in this sacrifice two Pmm.iavutsis i 
and two Davsas are performed ; and hence the requisite number of 
these latter would be completed by the Ddk^dyava being performed for 
fifteen years only ! 

This completion of tiie ‘ thirty years’ and tlio Darsa-Purmmdsa (by 
the performance of the Ddh^dyavo) distinctly indicates the non-difference 
of the TMkf^dyaria from the Darka-Pdrnamdsa, For the thirty years* 
course of the Darha-Pdrnamdsa could not be made up by ^the performaace 
of an altogether clilTerent sacrifice (wliile the text distinctly lays down 
the fact of the thirty-year-course being made up by the fifteen-year- 
couise of the Ddk^dyana). Nor could there be a gratuitous rejection 
of tlie thirty-year limit, whereby tlie fifteen-year course would bo 
due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere performance of 
an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of the original 
thirty-year limit). Nor can it be urged that the course of the Davm 
PArmouha is reduced to one of a fifteen years' by reason of the performer 
being a performer of another sacrifice in the sliape of the Ddk^dyana, 
Because if this latter were wholly distinct from tlie former, there would 
be no relationship between the two (whereby the performance of one could 
reduce the coin-ae of another). And also because in that case, there 
would be no justification for the explanatory sentence * Doe hi paurtiamd- 
t>ydvi dve avidvasye (which lays- down the fact of two of each of these being 
performed in the Ddk^dyaiia, instead of one only, as in the case of the 
ordinary Darrn Pih^riamdsay as tlie reason for the thirty-year limit being 
reduced to one of lifteeii only.) 

[\ \^ w 

numi Gmjat, due to peculiarity, Samjnopabandhal;i, the name. 

10. The name (Ddk^dyana) is duo to the peculiarity of 
the Accessory.— 10. 
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OOMMENTAHY. 

(Tliis SAtvam^^X^ the Pflwapak^a argument of SiUra 6). 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occm-xS in the originative Injunction of that Action. 
In the case in question, however, we find tiiat the name ‘ Ddksdyajja^ is 
not cojjnected with any oilginative Injunction ; si^ecially as in this case 
we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing the 
beginning of a new action, —as we do in t])e sentence ‘ Atha emjyotiJi etc., 
And then, inasmuch as the name is quite capable of being explained as 
mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, it cannot serve the 
purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the word ^ Dnkfdj/aija denotes 
a mere repetition of die previous sacrificeol tlie Dciria-Pitvi.wmdsci is shown 
by the sense afforded by the components of the word itself, as also by the 
above-quoted text (that theie are two Darhs and two Piinjamdsas, in the 
Ddhi^ayar^a). Hence we conclude from the context that the Result 
mentioned in the sentence in question follows from the Ddk.fdijarja 
as based upon the Pnrsa-Pfirriaindsa. The word ‘ Dak.^a ’ means * the 
Sacrificer' wlio is expert and very quick at tlie performance of the Sacrifice 
(‘of thirty years, in only h/ilf the time’) ; the Priests appointed by sucli a 
sacrificer are * dak^a ’ (appointed by the clever sacrificer) ; a/id the ‘ oyaria' 
(performance of these pi’iests) is tlie ‘ Ddkfdya/ia ’ (and thus we find that 
the constituent parts of the word also points to the same fact that is 
mentioned in the text quoted above;- 

The name ‘ SakainpraBtliiya ’ also means that the substance referred to 
by this word is offered {prasthiyate) along with is(1hi>m) the smaller vessels, 
before the cutting up of the ‘ Sdnndyyu ' cake ; and thus this name is also 
found to belong to a material only, in connection with the previous 
sacrifice ; and hence in this case also there is nothing to oppose the 
recognition, in the sentence in question, of the Action that has been 
mentioned before. 

11 n n 

Saniiiptib, completion. AvisisjA, nothing peculiar. 

11. There is nothing peculiar in. the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the result). — 11. 

COMMENTARY. 

[This meets Siitra 7.] 

Tboiigli the sejitence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, j-et, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
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the Action and tbe Result, the Action therein mentioned cannot be dif¬ 
ferent from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Result follouing 
from the Action has been established under Siltrn II. i. I, et seq. so, exactly 
in the same manner, has it also been shown, under Sutrci, 11. ii. 26, that 
there are certain sentences that serve the sole purpose of establishing 
the rolationsliip between a Result and a certain Accessory of the previous 
sacrifice. And hence there being a doubt as to which of these two pre¬ 
vious conclusions should be applied to the case in question, the pre¬ 
sence of certain other words (such as those cited under SiUra 9) distinctly 
points to the conclusion, that in the pre-sent case, the Result is mentioned 
as following from the Accessory (of the previous sacrifice) and not from 
any distinct sacrifice. 


Adhikai'ana F .—Actions mentioned with sj)ecifi.e mhstanees 
and deities should he regarded as distinct. 

.SOtRAS Itl. iii. 12 to 17. 

flwrow Saiftskfirab Cha, a mere preparatory rite. Aprakarape, not 

occurring in any particular context. «OTf^sis?ra Akarmasabdat, as there is no word 
mentioning an action. 

12. “ It is a mere preparatory rite as not occurring 

in the context (of any particular sacrifice); specially as there 
is no word denoting an Action.” 12. 

COMMENTARY. 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence 
WAi/avyam hvela m&tabhcU IMtiluhmh,' 'Saiiryam cliurum nh'vapet 
hruhw,(^varclio,soikamtiIi.' And in connection with this there arise the 
following questions :—(i). Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences 
not apppearing in reference to any particulai-sacri lice, are taken as serving 
some purpose of the Action, mentioned in the context, does the 
sentence simply lay down the acoe.ssorie8 ‘ ^veta and ‘ ehani' respectively 
of the ‘Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’ that form part of the Darki- 
PArnemAm sacrifice, which is the action mentiotu^d in the context ? Or 
does it lay dovni two independent and distinct Actions ? (ii). Of the 
Actions mentioned are distinct and independent), are these actions ouly 
those that are mentioned by the actual words of the seuteuce ? Or is 
it these actions as accompanying the ‘ sacrifice ’ that are meant ? 
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tlie above questions, we have at first, the following ■.— 

■oafxihm (x4).—Just as in the case of the Dak^ya-na it has been 
found (in the foregoing Adhikora-tja) that, the sentence mentioning the 
connection of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injunctive of 
any Action, the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct 
Action,—so would it also be in the case in question. This similarity 
between the two eases is what is implied by the word ‘ cha ’ in the Sutni. 

STT n \\\\ 

Yavaduktam, what is distinctly naentioned, Yd, but. .Karma- 

:oa]j, of the action, Snitimfilatvdt, being based on direct Vedic decla- 

ratio.T)s. 

13. “ The Action meant to be laid down is just what is distinctly 

mentioned, because the only basis for .Actions is direct declaration.”—13. 

COMMENTARY. 

[In reply to the above Pih'vaj)ak^a we have the following argu¬ 
ments whicli, however, embody another theory which is not acceptable 
I to the SrVJd/tdr?ta and which is on that account put forward as a second 
Fnrvapakp answei-eci in the next Sutra]. 

Piirvapaksa {B }.—As direct declaration is the only basis for the en¬ 
joining of Actions, the Action meant to belaid down must be just what is 
i distinctly mentioned it, so that in the case in (question the only Actions 

j mentioned are those of ‘ touching ’ and ‘ preparing.’ Hence these are the 

I only Actions that must be regarded as accomplishing the results mentioned. 

* And the element of sacrifice need not enter into tliese Actions at all. 

! As for the word ‘ Vdyavyam ’ (which might be urged as pointing 

to the fact of the ‘ white object ’ being ofi'ered to the Deity Vdyu, which 
ofTering would constitute a sacrifice), it could he explained away, as being 
a more reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of being, 
in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without their being 
actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might he taken to mean that 
—‘when one has set aside a certain object for the sake of Vdyii, if wo 
happen to to7ieh it, it would bring prosperity to us/ And as the sentence 
embodies a qualified Injunction, there would not be any very great trouble 
ill taking the sentences thus. Or, the sentences might mean that the 
desirable results are obtained as soon as the white object is touched for 
the sake of Vurju, or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the 

! Sun, And certainly it is not in a sacrifice alone that anything can be 
done for the sake of certain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
in something being done for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever that 
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happens to be enjoined for being done as such (even if it be not a 
sacrifice). Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in accordance 
with the expressed hij unction, is tl)at * something white should be 
touched for the sake of Vdyu,' 

Thus there being no ground for connecting the sentences with any 
original primary Action mentioned before they must be taken as laying 
down a distinct toncliing and preparing. 

vnrffl: Yajatih, the action of sacrifice, 1'u, but, Dravyaphala- 

bliolvtrisamyogat, because of the mention of the subatanoe, the result, and the Deity. 

Etesritri, of these. Kannasarnvandh/it, on account of being related to 

an action. 

li. Blit the ' sacrifice ’ is laid down ; because of the 
jiientiou of the enjoyer of the substance and the Result, 
Avhicli are related to some sort of an Action.—14. 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as, ns a matter of fact, the Injunction in question depends 
upon eacli of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken in the 
case in question, as pertaining to the relatioiK^iip of the substance, the 
Deity and the woi*c] ayavyoM expressing the relationship. And as the 
relationship would not bo possible without the action of sncrijicey it 
naturally implies such an Action, specially as no other action is capable 
of bringing about the relationslilp. Por if we were to touch the substance, 
without offering to the Deity Vuyiiy it would not i)e oayavya. Nor can 
tho sentence be taken to mean that we touch only that particnlar sub'* 
stance wliicli is ordinarily known as vayuvya (dedicated to Vdyii) , 

because such dedication to a Deity can be brought about only by Hacri- 

fi.c.e. Hence the sentence could not but be taken as meaning that ‘ the 
white substance should be offered to Vdyu- j and ironi this wo conclude 
that the sentence is the Injunction of a sacrifice (in the sliape of 
olfering). Specially as without the action of sacrifice the lesult inentionod 
wwild not be attained. Because the ‘Injunction of Sacrifice' will be 
defitied later on as 'Tajatichodaiid ihnvijndevatdkriyavi samuddye krhjdrtha- 
tvdt {IV. ii. 27). 

11 n » 

Liftgadiwianftt Cha, also because we find texts indicating the same 

con elusion, 

15. Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. — 15. 
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comme:^tary. 

We have the text ^ Scmvidi^audrdn chanin nirvapet . pariinte 

yajet^l ; and in this as soon as the word ‘ SaimAraiulrdn' (vvliich speaks 
of the connection of tlie com with the deities, Soma and Rudra) hi\s been 
uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘sacrifice’—yet inasnnich as 
the sentence ‘ Parisrite yajetd ’ which lays down the proper coohing of the 
rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yojeta ’— we always 
recognize the sentence as laying down a certain action connected with 
‘ sacrifice. In fact, in the case of t])e B(3ntence 'Agnipunyam pasicnKfLabheta 
it is only by tlie above reason that the presence of ‘sacrifice’ is adinitled. 

In tlie i^revious Adhikaraya we considered the question as to wdiether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what w^e liave considered in the present Adhiharam is the question 
as to, — the Injunctive character having been established,—wliat sort of an 
Action 'either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as such 
there is no mere useless repetition. 


Adhikamna VI. — Such actions as the Tomhing of the 
Calf and the like are inirely ptiriflcatory. 

SUTRA II. Hi. 16--.17. 

[\ M w 

Visaye, in a doubtful case, Pr%adai^aii4t, by a j^erception of 

similarity. 

! 15. Ill a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 

at by a perception of similarity.— 1C. 

COMMENTARY. 

^ In connection with the present Siltro, Upavarc^a has cited the sen- 

I tence Votsamdlabhetd found in the Agniholrn section, in connection with 
i the milking of the coio. And he has showui that, witli i*egard to this sentence 
also, we have a threefold doubt : (1) Does the sentence lay down tlie calf 
with the reference to the Touching originally mentioned in the context ? 
(2) Or, does it lay down mere 'Touching^ ? (3) Or, does it lay down a 
'^crifice.' 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because there being 
no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to ‘Touch¬ 
ing’ previously mentioned in ilie context ; — as shown in the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being 
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the Injunction of a Bacrifice, the BliAi^ya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikaraxia as an exception to the foregoing one. 

Though, as a matter of fact, on. account of the sentence dwelt with 
here Vjeing a counter-instance of the foregoing Siddhchita arguinents based 
upon the connection of the Enjoyer, the Piirvapahja of tlie present AdhU 
karaya has almost wholly been ropresoiitecl (in tlie shape of the Siddhdnta 
of the foregoing Adhikavaria) ; yet the Bfutpja proceeds to present it afresh, 
because of the peculiar character of tlie intellect of certain persons ; as 
there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, that they 
think of interpreting Veda also by means of Inferences from similarity; 
and these persons would never grasp the fact of tlie Piirvapaki^a having 
been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth previously. 

Some people accept the wonVAlahhetd* as synonymous with ^Sacrifice 
on tlie strength of the foregoing Adhikavana while others take it as merely 
implying the 'Sacrifice' ; and it is both these views that they bring 
forward in connection with the sentence in question also. And we have 
in connection witli this a tw'ofold— 

P'drvapak^a, —Namely : Tlie sentence in question lays down a 

distinct sacrifice, (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice 
that has been laid down previously.” 

The Siddhdnla view is that in tlio case of the sentence dwelt with 
in the foregoing Adkikarnna we accepted the injunction of the 'sacrifice,' 
cm the sole ground of relationship between the substance and the Deity 
therein mentioned by the word ‘ Vaydvyamf —and not, either on the 
strength of a newly discovered expressive potency of the ^Yord 'AlahhcUV 
or on that of fallacious Inference (of the implication of 'Sacrifice' by the 
word 'Alabheta), In the case in cj[aestion, however, as we have no word 
expressive of the said relationship (of .Deity and the substance), we must 
take the word 'Alabhetd' in its simple direct signification. Thus would 
the similarity of the present 'touchmy' with the purificatory secondary 
Actions of coir-and the like to be explained; as the 'Touching' 
also \v()uld be a mere secondary rite ; and tlirs houcliing of the calT at the 
particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible purpose of 
making the cow yield more milk. 


(I w 


Arthavada iwi: Upapatto ^ Olia and. 


17. Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the pai'ticxilar Arthavada.—17. 
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COMM ANT ARY. 

Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence 
Vatsanikantd hi ■pasavuJj. (‘Animals love their young ones clearly’) ; and 
this could be taken as an Arthvdda sliowiug a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘Vatsamilahhetd’ is taken as 
enjoining tlie ' touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose of 
making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that one should touch (fondle) the calf cvith a view to the yielding more 
milk hecausc animals love their young dearly. ] 

If, on the other hand, the word, ‘AlahhetcV meant touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity) the mention of the fact of 
the young being dearly loved by animals would bo wholly irrelevant; 
for in that case the purport of the two sentences would bo this. 
Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore it should be touched 
for being killed—certainly not a very relevant proposition ? In the other 
case (i.e. when Alahhetd means touching hy imiy of fondling) it would be 
quite natural to expect that inasmuch as the cow is fond of the calf, 
if we fondle the calf or the calf fondles us, the cow would be moved 
to yield more milk, the flow of which would be accelerated by the 
sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question lays 
down more ‘ touching ’ as a secondary action calculated to serve a useful 
purpose. 

Adhikarana VII.—The Naivdrcharu ia 

A 

for the purposes of Adhdna. 

sfrTR.\ n. iii. 18. 

^ w w 

Samyuktab, connected, n Tu, verily. Artb.a»abdena, with tho 

word inentioniiig an action. Tadarthah, for tho sake of that, 

Srutisainyogat, because such is the direct Bigairication of the words. 

18.. As connected witli the word mentioning an Action, 
it mnst the taken as being for the sake of that Action ; 
specially as such is the direct signification of the vvord.s of 
the text.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of 

tho words ‘ Alahhetd ’ and ‘ Niroapet ’ as contained in the sentences 
10 
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‘ &wetamalahhet<l ’ and ‘ Saurydn carunnirvapet ’ the last Adhtkamva has 

dealt with the counter instance of the first part of that Adhikarana 

the present Adhikurarja proceeds to deal with tlie counter instance of the 
second portion dealing with the ‘Preparing' in connection with tU hotled 
rice nor is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in the forego¬ 
ing Adhikaratia as in this wo have a further ground of doubt, in the shape 
of the mention of a T)eity 

[In connection with ‘ Agni' we meet with the sentence Natvarus^ 
chanibhavati' and then ‘ Yadenam charumupadadhdti ’ and here arises 
the question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down 

the sacrifice (the sense of the text being that having sacrificed out of dm 
rice the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside]. And on this question we have the 

following:- pOhyapaksa. 

P(irvapah^a.—‘Tho character of a subsidiary to sacrifices is inherent 
in all such Buhstances as boiled rice cake and the like ; and hence in all cases 
it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (m favour of 
someone else). Conaeciuently, what the word ‘ Upadadhit-Y in the sentence 
‘clmn upadadhdtV is that there ie to be a‘Pmpatfri’ (keeping aside, tbioiw 
imr away) of the corn and as no such pratipatti of a thing would be possible 
until it had been already utilised, we are led to look out for tliat at w iic 
the boiled rice could have been utilised ; and the foremost of all, that 
which presents itself as being most capable of alTording an occasion 
for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the Wen; and hence we are 
led to accept the fact of the corn being of use at the ,sc^n/ice. buhsoquently 
too we meet with the scniencYBrihaspaliretadannoin yamiivara etc.,wliich 
distinctly mentions Brihaspati as the Deity of the Rice ; and under the 
if the connection between the Rice ^har 
not duly established by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity 
would be absolutely ineaulngless. Therefore, we must take the sentje s 
in question to mean tliat “ after having performed tlie sacrifice of the 
Brihaepalyacharu which forms part of the Agneya sacrifice, we should (les st, 

a time, from proceeding with other sacrifices coinmcted with the 
‘ Agneya ’ and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brihaspa i). 

Siddhdnta.-Yo the above we make the following reply : There is 


nothing i 


nherent in the Rice that would always make it employed at 


laereni m - v 

Kacrificos • in fact, the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained 

bv means’of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to 
tliem. As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
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seek for tlio use to TNiiich it could be piit; aud we are 
by tlio sentence ^Yadcnani Gliarttupadadhdti' whicli directly lays down tlio 
fact of the EiCs^ helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the fire to be used at the sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
Jiaving its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection with 
another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned, and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to having anything to do with 
an Action tliat is not even mentioned (hut only indirectly imjjlied). Nor 
can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the Pratipatti ,* 
because we do not know of any use to which it coidd be put prior to 
the keeping. 


Adhikarana VI11.—(The twastrci'patmvata is . 
suhservient to the Varyagniliavana). 

sCfTRA II. iii. 19. 

u u h 

Patnivate, in the PatnivatA. 3 Tu, really. 3^3 PurvatwAt, because 
it is recognised as the previous one. Avachchhedah, preclusion. 

19. Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previotts one, the sentence in question must bo taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent subsi¬ 
diaries.)—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

in connection witli what has gone before wo proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ Utstjati' signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in tlio sentence ‘ Tvastrdm 
pdtijtivatamalahhate ’ we find another sentence ‘ Pm-yagniliritam pibiiva- 
tdmutsrijanti.’ And in connection with tliis latter sentence, there is a 
doubt as to whether it laj^s down an Accessory to the sacrifice (laid down 
in the former sentence), or a distinct Action, tho doubt being due to the 
two-fold construction of which tho sentence is capable. And on this 
we have tho following : — 

Pitrvapalfsa .—“ Tho sentence lays down a distinct Action ; because 
the Injunctive potency of the sentence pertains, as in the ca.se of the 
sentence ‘Vdyavyam kvetamdlabhetd' to the relationship between the sub- 
Btauco and the Deity. 

And further inasmuch as the sentence in fiuestion does not 
contain any mention of Tva^td, the action mentioned therein cannot 
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be recognised as the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence (in 
which the word Tvd^trd forms an important factor); and (if tlie action 
mentioned in the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of 
both sentences laying down tlie ‘ Patnivatd ’ then on account of the sentence 
in question containing the mention of ‘ Paryagnikaram * also, thero woulcb, 
bo a syntactical sjjlit (if it laid down the PatnivatA also).** 

Siddluinta,—To the above vve make the following reply : Inasmuch as 
the sacrifice mentioned in the sentonco in question is actually recognised 
as the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, wo can¬ 
not perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question 
does is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
inocediivo ending with the 'Paryagnikaram*^ 

The word ^Patnivatd' in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali¬ 
fications, just like the word agni in connection with tho Manota sacrifice. 
And tlio words ‘ lyaryagnihrtamxUsvJ^^i ' ulso arc cognised, on account of 
the context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 


Adhiharana IX. — Adahhija, etc.^ are the 
names of the vessels. 

Sf/T/U ir. ill 20. 

AdravyatvAt, on account of there being no mention of the sacrificial 
material, Kevaie, there being tlie mention of mere holding, Karma- 

iJesab, subservient to the action. ^ Syat, would be, 

20. Wlien tlie name appears by itself witliont any 
mention of the sacrificial material and there is merely the 
mention, of ‘ holding’ it would be subservient to the action.—20. 

COMMEM’AKY. 

[ In no particular connection wo find the sentences, esJia mi havwl 
haviryajeta yo dflbhynm grihttv/l somdya yajate and petrei vd elesydyul} prdya 
eti yonhim gvihndti.^ 

And with regard to the holding of the Addbhya and the Arpm there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the ulambha (touching). And 
just as in that case, so here also, after having set aside the two other alter¬ 
native theories, we have the following— 

Purvapahsha. —The sentence in question enjoins two sacrificiis. The 
arguments in support of this view are as follow.s ; It has been shown above 








rimr/fy. 
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(under Ndmadheya) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
fromnhat sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
those that are not mentioned in the same context, with regard to wdiich 

there can be no idea of identity. ^ ^ 

Li the case in question we find that the names ‘ Addbhya ' and ‘Aimu’ 
are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the context; and 
hence the sentence cannot bo taken as laying down a mere repetition of 
the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence lays down the 
Ekalia sacrifice which forms part of the Jijothtoma—Ana conclusion being 
pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of ‘ hoWhigf.’ Nor is the 
case in question similar to that of the * touching of the calf ; (1) because 
in the first of these two sentences in question, we find the direct mention 
of the ‘ sacrifice ’ and in tlio second we have a specific name which serves 
to distinguish the Action so named from all other actions; and (2) because 
the presence of the injunction of holding in the sentences transfers, to the 
actions herein mentioned, all the details of the Jyoli^totna ; and as 
such these actions become fully equipped with all the necessary factors 
of the material and the Deity, etc., (which is not found in the case of the 


sentence ‘ vatsamulahheta.' 

And for these reasons, wo conclude that the sentences lay down 
distinct sacrifices. 

Siddhdnta.—To the above we make the following reply 

In the case of sentences wdiero we have only the name and the 
holding mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of tho mention 
of a sacrifice are very much loss than in the case of the sentence ‘ vatsama- 
l«hhet(i,' because tho former is devoid even of the mention of a material. 

Tliat is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form tho 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a -property. And 
so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in the 
sentence are sacrifices, tliere can be no idea as to tho sacrifices being 
similar to the Jyotifioma and as such ‘soma’ (the material offered at 
the Jyotiitoma) could not be recognised as the material to be held. 
And as for the verlj ‘ grihmli ’ also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
alwaj’s concomitant with the Jyotitqma ; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question ‘ Addhhya ’ and ‘ Amsu,' the names of 
any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these saovifices. 
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—icfiviso tliese wor Is have been accopte'l os names, simply on the ground 
of their co-exterisiveness with * holding and as for the diffeience of hold¬ 
ing' from llie previous sacrifices, we also admit it; but it does not follow 

from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Saerifiae. 

As a matter of fact, we have proved under Sutra If. ii. 18, that 
even when such sentences are accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
materials, they cannot bo tahen as laying down-Sacrij/iccs while in the 
case in question, we do not find even this '’mention of the Deity and the 
material). As for the Sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘yajeta,' in 
the sentence speaking of the Achihhya, it cannot in the present instance, be 
taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in yajeta) which has its injunctive 
potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory) as sliown under the 
Purvapuhm of the Sutra TI. ii. 27. Therefore the sentence (speaking of 
Aduhhyu) must be taken as laying down the ‘holding’ with reference 
to a certain sacrifice (laid down before). 


Adhikarana X.—The Agniehayana iso. secondary 
preparatory rite. 

sOtKA n. iii. 21—2.3. 

wfS: Agnih,'the word Agni. 3 Tu, really, Liftgadar&nai, because ; 

of the pre.sonce of indicative marks. Kratuiabdab, denoting a sacrifice. 

inflJifi Pratlyito, should bo recognised. 

21. “ The word Agni should be recognised as denoting 

a sacrifice because of the presence of indicative inarka.”--21. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tn connection witli tbe sentence ‘ Agnivehimite ’ followed by the 
sentences—‘ uilidtogniinagnvttomc'nAmiy'jati, tumuMhyena taviatirdtrena, 
tarn .pdamM,’ etc.-we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does it lay down a 
distinct Sacrifice, or (2) Does it lay down mere chyana 'collecting) ? 
or ( 3 ) Does it lay down an accessory for all tbo Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? And on tliis we have the following— 

Purvapakyia.—il) As we do not find the sontenco repeated again in the 
context, as we do in the case of tbe sentences dealt with in the foregoing . 
Adhikaram, (2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
purification of Agni, wo conclude, from the very fact of the presence of tbe 
name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ; and thus alone 
coiild we justify the subsequent mention of tho Result, iu the aeiitenee 
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^/Si; etc. Noi can tlie result herein mentioned be said to follow 
from an Accessory ; because no- substrate of any such Accessory is 
mentioned in the context. 


And tlion wo perceive that such distinctive marks as the U[>aml,etc,., 
which are the invariable accompaniments of tlie Sonm sacrifiae, are connect¬ 
ed with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 


So also in the sentences ‘Athdto’5fnmd:/nf?tomen(am(/q?hti,’etc., we 

find that'Ai;nr is the name of a sacrifice to be performed, because the 
sentence ‘ Agnim yaj iti ’ is precisely similar to the sentence ‘ Su.inidho!jajati ’ 
wherein it has been shown under Sutra I. iv. 4, that the word ‘ SamidhaJ} 
is the name of a sacrifice ; and hence wo come to take tho^ sentence in 
question as laying down a sacrifice qualified by the name Agni. ^ And 
this Agni-sacrifice comes to bo qualified by the Sanslhd’s of the Agni^toma,^ 
which are found to be present in it. Then as for the words ' dvirdtra,’ 
etc., they could be taken as pointing out the alternatives of time. 


SlODllAIjrTA. 


5^ Dravyam, the material. ?it V4, but. wm Syat, should be. Clio- 

danayrih, of the injunction, niifura Tadarthatvat, on account of being for that 
pur peso. 

22. The material ehotild 1)e mentioned by the word 
because the Injunction is for that purpose.—22. 

COMMENTAllY. 


Inasmuch as the word ‘ Agiii ' is one that lias its signification 
universally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to certain 
anomalies, like syntactical split, etc., we cannot reject the sense of Fire, 
and take the word as the name of a sacrifice. 

That is to say, the word Agni’ is not known to have any litoral 
meaning, like the words ‘ fJdWdd ’ and the rest, nor is it accompanied 
by uny'”of the three conditions of ‘ mrnadhei/a,’ viz., ‘ Vdkyablieda ’ 
‘ Tadvayapadesa ’ ‘ Tutprakhya ’ and (explained in Adbikarana 1, Pada iv) ; 
and hence it could not be taken as the Name of a sacrifice. 

It lias been urged above that it fulfils the Ndmadheya condition 
laid dowii in SiiLra I. iv. 4. But it would have been so if the Agni were 


actually enjoined in the sentence, as something to be purified by chayanw 
^collection). And it has never been spoken of as to be so purified (in any 
other sentence save the one in question) ; and hence the condition laid 
down in Sutra, 1. iv. 4, does not apply to the present case. 
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^ Tlierefore ‘Agni,’ apoken of in the sentence, is a substa 
not a sacrifice). 


Tatsainyogilt, by connection with that. Kratnh, the Bacrifice. 

Tadakbyah, o£ that name, ’wm Syfit, might bo. Tena, by that. 
DharmavidhAriani, laying down of details. 

23. On account of the fact of the connection of Agni 
with all sacrifices a sacrifice might be named ‘Agni,’ but 
that name would only serve to lay down the details of the 
sacrifice.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of such sentences as ‘ ’ (that have been 

cited by the Pdrvapahsa as showing that * Agni* ia the name of a 
sacrifice), wo have to take recourse to indirect indication, as there is no 
other way in which the sentence could be explained. In this sentence the 
word * A(//a ’ indicates the place or altar connected with Fire, and this 
place indicates the sacrifice performed at that altar (and thus it is by 
a very indirect process that the word ^ Agni ^ can indicate the sacrifice). 
But the fact of such indirect indication being accepted in orio place 
does not make it necessarily acceptable in all other cases. Hence ui 
the case in (lueatlon, where the indirect indication can be very well 
avoided it is only right that we should accept the word ^ Agni* as 
signifying the substance (Fire). 

Ill connection with the present Adhiharaiia, the author of another 
Bhdpja has also treated of the questions of Agni—(1) having a result or 
being fruitless, (2) being an independent action or subsidiary to another 
sacrifice, (3) boiiig eternal or transient, (4) being a modification or not of 
UttaraoedikA. But all these questions have already been dealt with 
in other Adhikaranas, in connection witli other similar sentences, and 
lienco we have not taken them up for consideration here. And the Author 
referred to also has introduced them here by way of showing off the 
excellenco of his memory. 


Adllikarana XI—The Mdscignihotra is a distinct, sacrifice. 

SOTRA JI. iii. 24. 

Prakaranfintare, when there is a difference of context. 
Prayojauaiiytvam, there ia a difference in the BhAvan/l. 
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When there is a diiference o£ context, there is 



dillerence in the Bhavana.—24. 


COMMENTARY. 

Wc have (inislied the consideration oE the question of tlie Dlltereii** 
tiation of actions l\v means oE Accessories, and wo have also dealt with all 
side issues oE sucli questions, as to what sort of Accessory is that mention¬ 
ed in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse¬ 
quent action dillerent from it; and which sort is that wliich is applicable 
to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in the 
xVetion. And the five moans of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by context. 

[In connection with the wo find the sentence 

‘ Mdsamaynikotmm jaholi, mds<.tm duvHapilnxcttndsdhliy^^ yctjdte,^ and on 
this there arises a doubt us to whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihoiva and the Daria- 
Purriamtha or they lay down actions totally different from these]. 

And on this wo have the following— 

Pilryapa?e.?a.—Such words as ^ Agnihoiva' and the like, having already 
on one occasion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurr¬ 
ing after a long interval does not make any difference in the Action itself. 
That is to say, just as where the word ‘ Agnihotra ' is uttered in Valabhi 
or in Pdtdlipiitrdy it does not signify two different things ; so no matter 
whether the word occurs in one context or in another, its deirotation can¬ 
not be different. For certainly the difference in tlie context does not 
bring about a fresh denotative potency in the word. And hence the 
verbs ^ yajatc^ ^juhoti' etc,, also as qualified by tuese words (‘ Agnihotra,' 
etc.) do not signify anything different; specially as the absence of an¬ 
other meaning does not make anything meaningless or irrelevant. For 
in the case in question, the mention of-the ‘ month ’ is not incompatible 
with the ordinary ‘ Agnihoti^a' ; because the monthly Agnihotroi could very 
well be taken as an alternative to the Lifelong Daily Ajnihotra, Or, it 
may be that the lifelong daily performance is laid for that Agnihotra 
whicli forms a necessary duty ; while there are other occasional perform¬ 
ances of the same Agnihotra with a view to the obtaining of certain 
desirable results; and it is for those that the sentence lays down the 
‘ month ' as the time. And it is only desirable that the syntax (of the 
sentence in question) should set aside that which is pointed out by the 
context. 

11 
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SiddMnta.~To the above we make the following reply 
In the sentence in question, we iind that the 7nonthhi Agnikotnf^ 
is laid down as to be performed after the Upasuds whereas we do not find 
any such Upasudd preceding the original Acjnihotra \ and as such the two 
Arjnihotras must be different. 

That is to say, if the sentence in question had simply laid down 
the month, then we could have thought that the time had been laid down 
with reference to the original Agniltotra. Ah a matter of iact, however, 
such is not the case ; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as to 
be porforined cijtcr the I'yascids ,* and as such secjucuGe to the Upasods 
must be taken as qualifying the tinie for tlie performance of this sacri¬ 
fice. In couaectiou with the original however, we do. not find 

any mention of these upasads^ either as foreign to it, or as forming an 
integral part of it. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down~-(l) 
Upaaads [2) the sequence to the Upasads and (3) the months then, there 
being various objects of lajuiiction, there would be a syntactical split. 

This also meets all the other declarations of the Pnrvopakf^ci that 
the sentence lays down the perfonnability, in the midst of the Sutra, of 
the otherwise prohibited Agniliotra, either as an independent sacrifice, or 
as a part of the Sutra itself. Be(*.ause in all these cases, the mention of 
the mjiienceto the Uj)asadsvim\ oimonth would be wholly meaningless. 

When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 
Agnihotm, there would be nothing incongruous in the laying down of 
many things. Hence the sentence must be taken as laying down a 
distinct Agnihotra, 

Such is the Siddhdvta as represented by the Bhasya. But tliere 
is something to be said against this representation of the Siddhdnta, It 
is as follows 

If the Agniliotras were taken as distinct, only because of the fact, 
there otherwise being a syntactical splity —then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with alcove), and not by that of context (what is 
really meant to be shown here) or, again the Actions would bo different 
on account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in 
tbo sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra ; and thus 
the necessary dilferentiation being done by Accessories, there would bo 
no room for tlie functioning of the difference of context (towards tho 
differontiation). Because oven if the sentence in question had occurred 
in the same context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too it could 
not but have been taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the 
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the accGsaoiy details herein mentioned being inapplicable 
original Agniliotra. 

And further, ov^eu though the reason shourn in the Bhilsya might, 
witii (lidiculty, estabhvsh tlie differenco between the two Aijfnihotras^ yet 
it could do nothing with regard to the other sentence in question, where¬ 
in the montlily Davha PAvrianidsa is not mentioned as preceded by the 
UfAsads. That is to say, the sentence ^ Mdsam d^rmpdnicmdsdhJiydm * lays 
down only the connection of the sacrifice with the month ; and as such 
there being no syntaotical split, there would bo nothing to show that the 
PdvrjLCtrndsa herein mentioned is differcTit from that mentioned 

before. 

Tims then the explanation of the SiddhA^nta as given in the BhaSya 
being found to be untenable, the V/irtikaexplains It as follows: — 

When the Accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is 
laid down as a matter of independent Injunction, r!.c., forms tlie predicate 
of the sentence, then it can be delegated to the previous action (and would 
not make any difference in it) wlien however the Accessory is mentioned 
only as an Uddesya (not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished 
thing, forming the subject of tlie sentence), then the action with reference 
to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous action. 

Til the case in question, we perceive a dilferonce between the two 
Agnikotras^ not because of tlieir being mentioned in separate contexts, 
but because of the fact of all connection with the previous context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agniliotra is 
present in the mind, at tlie lime that the sentence in question is met 
with then the action meutioiied in the latter cannot but be recognized 
as dilfrent from the previous Agniliotra. And as for tlie difference of 
contexts, even though it is present, it does not servo any useful purpose 
with regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show under Sutra II-iii-25. 

Adliiharana XII.—The Agneya, etc., are Kclmya Sacrifices. 

1 

SUTRA II. i'll 25. 

^ Phalam, the result. ^ Cha, also, Akarmasannidhau, mentioned 

apart from actions. 

25. The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference).—25, 




to tlie 









COMMENTARY. 


All the six causes of differentiation have boen dealt with. Wo now 
proceed to show another way In which the difference of context operates 
towards differentiation. There are people who hold the diff’orentiatioii 
(in the case cited in the last Adhikarana) to he made by a difference of 
context only (according to the Bliasya), while others according to the 
Varlilio) hold it to be niado by the connection of a particular time ; and 
they do not admit of any differentiation brought aboxit merely by sncli 
agencies as non-proximity or the relationship of an anupddeya substance. 
It is with a view to explain the real state of things to these persons that 
the present SiUra has been introduced. And what is dealt with in the 
present Adhikararia is not a seventh cause of differentiation. 

Then, the fact of place and occasion being anupadeya is too well- 
known, as has been shown in the foregoing Adhikararia ; and hence in the 
present Adhikaraya we do not cite any examples of these. And, in fact, 
the following two passages, too, dealing as they do with place awd occasion 
—should liavo been dealt with in tlie preceding Adhikarana, viz: (1) 
satrayavagurya visvajita yajeta Samyuthdne visvajit, etc., (these too speak¬ 
ing of oeedsioii ); and (2) Dakpnena tirena Saraswatya^ dgneyenashtdkapd- 
lena kmya pardsamiydt (speaking of Place), Though, as in the case of the 
Atirdlrd, etc., so in these also, we do not find any mention of the root 
* inasmuch as, without the inference of the presence of the root 

S/a/f ’ the sentences containing tlie words with the nominal affix would 
remain incomplete (the yaji is inferred directly as the sentences have been 
pronounced), and hence the sentences do not stand in need of the ‘ yaji ’ 
occurring in any other sentence ; and hence the actions mentioned in them 
must he taken as distinct from any others previously mentioned. 

Then as for the other two Anupadeyas the liestdt and Object to be 
purified (or prepared;—wo pi’oceed to consider them now, amenable, as 
they are, to the same line of reasoning. 

Of these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the Bhd- 
!}ya : Agneyarnai^tdkapdlannirvapet rukkdmah\ ‘ Agnif^tomtydmekddasa- 
kapdlanyiivrapet brahmavarchasakdmali Aindramekddasakapdlannirvapet 
prajdkdmal},' And as for the mention of the Object to be purified, we have 
the sentence ‘ Traidhdtaviyd dik^aniya, etc., which lays down a purifica¬ 
tory’’ rite for the sacrificor. 

The Bhd^ya speaks of the sentences as being found loithout re- 
ference to any particular Action ; and this is done with a view to show 
that the case in question is not capable of being dealt with under 
ence of Context. 
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iVhis quoBtion being aa to whetlier the sentences in question only 
serve to laj^ down certain results witli reference to the original Agneya, 
etc,, or tliey lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following— 

PArvapakft. — Prdkrite^u phaUVOdhiiiti—That is to say, the sentence 
in question lays down the Result with reference to the sacrifice mentioned 
before,—^first in tlio same manner as Ahavanijja and the rest are laid down ; 
because the Results herein laid down are capable of being desired, even by 
one who is engaged in the Dcivsa Piirrjtamdsci, 

SiddMnta.—The reply to this is this —the Eesidt can never he 
enjoined. The Bontenco'of this is that, on account of the reasons shown 
under Sdtra, VI.i.3. of the Svdngakdmddhikavaypi, the Result has always the 
character of the Uddesya (that subject witli regard to which something else 
is enjoined). Because if the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with 
regard to the Action ; and as such being a part of the Action itself, it 
would lose its character of Result to he brought about by that Action). 
And, on the other hand, if the action were not enjoined with reference to the 
Result then it would not have the character of the means to that Result ; 
and as such it would become fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) 
were Udde,^ya or both wevo Vidheija then they would have no connection 
with* each other. And so the only alternativo left to us is to admit that 
the sentence lays down an Action with regard to a particular Result. And 
then just as in the preceding case (of an Action being laid down witli 
reference to a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus 
laid down in the sentence in question would be one that is wliolly 
distinct from all previous actions. 

The same line of reasoning would apply also to the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

Nor is it possible for the transient Desire (for certain results) to bo 
the means of accomplishing such eternal Actions as the Agneya, etc. (and 
this is what it would come to if the sentences were taken as laying down 
the Result with reference to sacrifices.) 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question lay 
down Actions that are distinct from all previous Actions. 







PlJnVA-MiMA MSA-SIITPAS. 11 A DHYA va . 



§L 


Adhikarana XIII.—[The Avesfi leads to the acquisition 

of food.] 

SUTEA. 11. iii. 28. 

vSanindhau, when thore is proximity, g Tn, really. Avibhdgat, 

there is no separation, Phal^irthena, for the purpose of pointing out result. 

Punabarutib, repetition, 

20, When there if? proximity, there is no separation ; 
and hence tlie second mention is for the pnrpose of pointing 
out another Result.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

TIio present Adhiharaiia is introclucerl by way of a counter instance 
to all the preceding A(lhilxmiy}(fs based upon iion-proximity. 

The mention of ‘the Hosidt' (in the f^vtra) indicates all other 
Amipadeyas. And lionco tlic sentences forming the subject-matter of tlie 
present Adhihavava are all tlie following:—(1) Agneyo\^fnk(hp(tIo h]vfv€f.ti 

. etayd (innddyakdviam ydjayet^ or DavkiipArimmdsdhhydm svavg^tkdmo 

ynjeta se^dt svvitdkritam y^fjet, etc. (mentioning the Result),* (2) S(i7‘Ve 
dars(tpfmutmdsdbhydm y^^eta (mentioning tlie Place); (3, Pdriftfimdhjdtn 
Paimvnnat}(fyd yyetft‘(mentwnwg; the Time); and (A] Ydvajjtvavi Durki- ■ 
pfmracimdsdlhydni y<fjct (mentioning tlie occasion). 

[The question u’ith vegan] to these being as to wliether the actions 
mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned befoi-e, or 
tliey are distinct Actions altogether], we liave the following— 

Fdrvapaki}ci, —“ Inasmuch as all these sentences lay down certain 
Actions, with reference to a particular Result, Place, etc., we conclude, 
in accordance with the foregoing Adhikanina^ that those Actions are other 
than those previously mentioned. 

And in favour of this view, we have tire following arguments: 
Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
enjoined wo would liave to take the names of Actions in tlio sentences 


in question as mere references to tlxe original Actions (of those names) 
if we do not take the Actions as distinct); arid that which is vejerred to is 
that which is the Uddesya (tliat with regard to which something else is 
laid down) but as a matter of fact, ^ve do not find the Actions (mentioned 
in the sentences) to Irave the character of the Uddesya. 

Siddhd 72 ta—To the above wo make*the following reply: 

The potency of the Injunction varies according as it happens to be 

on origi 7 i(ttive or an appHcatory one. And hence when it is practicable, 








ITI PADA, XLli ADHtKAEAl^A, 8A. 26. 


as having tlio potency of only one; but^wlien that is not found 
possible, we «accept it as having both. 

Tljat is to say, in the case in question, wo are forced to accept the 
same sentence to be an originative as well as an applicatory Injunction. J t 
is only when the applicatory In]unction is sucli that there is no inconsis¬ 
tency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potencies, that 
we take it as having only the applicative potency, with j-egard to Actions 
whose idea is present iu tlie mind as having been brought about by 
aiiotlier originative Injunction. But the case of the sentence in question 
not being like this, we have to admit to have the double potency.) 

The use of the present Adhiharaxuf, lias been expressed by the 
BhUifa as lying in the fact that, if tJw sentence in question refers to the 
oingirnd Avcf^ti, then, the siibstnnce to be offered at the sacrifice performed 
for the acquiring of Food, xoould be the Agneiji cake; ivhile if the Action 
were other than the A oei^ti, then we would ho/ve some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection : “ Even 
if the Acfioii spoken of in the sentence ‘ Etayi annddfjiikdviam ydjayetf 
were other than the original Avesti then, too, inasmuch as the word 
^ etajjiV would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
Avef^U, the substance employed at it would j,be the same as that used 
in the Ave^^ti, and no other substance would have to be used.” 

But this question is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ‘ etayd ’ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
' e^a jyoth^,' etc., in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it,—it can bo rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect in the assertion 
‘ another substance ivill have to be used at the sacrifice.' 

We have found that the Bhdf^ya and the Vdrtika lay down six means 
for the differentiating of Actions ;— 

In another commentary (by Bhavaddsa, perhaps) only four such causes 
are mentioned, viz., (1) difference of words, (2) Difference of Names, (3) 
Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Result. He has 
included Repetition and Number in Difference of w'ords, and the 
‘ Difference of context/ etc., in the * Difference of Result,’ because all that 
the context does is to help the Result. 

Blit this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place (Repetition) cannot be included in ‘Difference of Words’; as 
if the word ' yog ate' is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does noo become a different word. And when the word 
prdjdpatydn is used by way of Ekase^a as pointing to seventeen Prajdpatyas, 
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not have so nianf/ different words, as the word is actually 
found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This is what has been 
exj^laiued under Sutrc(> Li.15, and also in StUra l.i.20. And tlie 
singleness of such objects will be explained later on under SiUva VLiil.l2. 
Consequently we conclude that in such cases, not being able to 
find other ground for differentiating the actions, tlio author of 
this commentary has gratuitously assumed the words to be different, 
even though, as a matter of fact, tljc word is one and the same. Secondly, 
this author of the commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the 
Itesult, etc., not being able to differentiate actions when the Context does 
not liai^peii to be different—a fact that lias been shown over and over 
again in the StUni just explained (11. iii. 26) and also in Sittra 11 . ii. 16, 
et SG( 2 . And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Context, 
as helped by the mention of the Fimilt that being the cause of non¬ 
recognition (of an Action as the other), is the real means of diff’eroutiat- 
ing actions,—yet the said commentator has wholly neglected this fact 
(including the ‘ Difference of Context ’ in the * .Difference of Result ’)» 
Thirdly, he failed to perceive that it was the ‘ Difference of Result * 
that was included in the ‘ Difference of Context ’ and not vice verm. 

It has been argued by the adherents of this commentator that 
the fact of only four opposities of ground of identity being mentioned in 
the Sdtra 11. iv. 9, distincily points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the Siltra, in the 
present connection; because in the under consideration, we 

find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Difference 
of Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of 
Differentiation). 

Hence we conclude that there are six means of Differentiation as 
explained above. 

A 

Adhikarana XIV.—[The Kepetition of the Agncija serves 
the purpose, of Glorification.} 

8UTRA.S II, iii, 27-29. 

AgneyaJi, the Agiieya sacrifice. 3 Tu, really. Uktahetutvat, 

for reasons already explained. Abhyasena, as repeated, Bratiyeta, 

would appear. 
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27. The Agneya would appear as if it were to he 
repeated, because of reasons already explained—21. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find the sentence ' AgneyoiftakiApalo' uMcivdsyuytUn hhovatiy 
and then again ‘ Agneyostakapalo amiiviUydyd'ni paimjtamiUydnekaahy^^^^ 
hhavati' (this latter occurring in the text before tlie former.) And then 
arises the question as to whether the same Agneyci that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence is also mentioned over again in the former sentence, 
or the two Agneyas are distinct actions. 

This conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhikarano, would be 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in 
reference to the particular time of the Aindvasyd which by itself, 
is (imipadeya. 

And against tliis conclusion we liavo the following— 

Piirvapakifa ,—It has been shown above that it is only when the 
Repetition is formed to serve no other purpose that it can be taken as 
serving the purpose of diifereutiating actions. And in this case in question, 
we actually find the repetition serving no other purpose hence we take it 
to mean that the Agneya is to be performed twice over, that is to say, 
the two performances would constitute two distinct actions. 

In contradiction to this we have another alternati ve theory, which 
we bring forward as— 

Siddhdiita (A.) 

wwmj Avibhag^t, on account of non-diffei’entiation. h Tii, really. 
Karmano, of the action, : Dvirfikteh) by reason of mere repetition. ^ 
Navidhiyate, would not be enjoined. 

28. The action not being found to be differentiated, 
the mere repetition of the same action would not make any 
difference in the action itself.—28. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the sentences ‘ Sdmido yajuti Biclo yajati,' etc., it is only 
riglit that we should take the repetition, of ‘ ydjuti ' as serving the purpose 
of differentiating the actions; because iu this case we find the distinct 
repetition of tlie ‘ Sacrifice’ In this case in question, on the other Jiaud, 
the sacrifice has got to he inferred from the relationsliip of the substance 
(cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed by the word ‘ Agneyu. ’). And in¬ 
asmuch as the Deity, as mentioned iu the sentence, are found precisely 
12 
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the same as those mentione<l in the other, we are led, by the idea of 
those that we had obtained from the previous sentence to conclude that it 
is the same action that is mentioned in the latter sentence also. 

It might be argued that “ the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cases. But that is not possible ; because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non-dilTerent. If the difference be 
based on the difference of the individuality of substance and the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the different 
perfonnauces of the same action. 

Therefore we conclude that botii sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Aqh&ii^ to be performed in the Atnitiucisyfi daj. 

Or according to the law—Yugapatpr<^ortteryatlut sydt aattvadarsanam 
{i.e., two sentences operating siniultanenously we must take them according 
as we find the object mentioned in them), it is the same action that is men¬ 
tioned by both sentences. And it cannot be definitely ascertained which 
sentence really lays down the action and which is a a mere repetition and 
such meaningless. 

Siddfi/inta (B) : — 

STT U H 

AnyArlhA, serving another purpose. ^ Ya, entirely, Punahsrutih, 

repetition. ^ 

29. The repetition serves quite another purpose. ~AJ. 

COMMENT.\RY. 

When we proceed to look into the various purposes that are served by 
repetitions, we find that inasmuch as the sentence in question does not 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion oj the Rest is 
accompanied by a three-fold anomaly, wo conclude that it serves the 
purpose of an Artha.vddu. And 'as it is not quite clear m the semtence 
itself of wluit it is an Arthav&da, it must be taken as that of the Agneyn 
itself. 











SECOND ADHYAYA. 

Fourth Pada. 


Adhikamna I.—[Treating of the lifelong Agnihotra]. 

yavajjivikab, lifelong. Abhyasab, repetition. Kanna- 

dhanuab, a property of tire action. Prakaraijtlt, because of the context. 

1. “ The lifelong repetition is a property of the action 

because of the context.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

[We find the sentencen ‘ rdvajjivaniagnihotram juhoti,' ‘ Vdvajjivum 
D<t'Vfi(iptli'(i<t’'‘^dsiibhyiin y>^et<i ? And with regard to these sentence-s, theie 
arises a question as to whether the mention of lifelong qualifies the 
action, the sentence laying down the lifelong repetition of the action; or 
it serves to lay down a restriction for the performer of the action. That 
is to say, does the sentence lay down the Repetition of the Nation or only a 
restrietion for the agent ? ]. 

The relevancy of this Adhikaram in tlie present context is thus 
explained by the Vdrtlka :— 

Just as the causes of difference operate towards the differentiation 
of the forms of action, so also do they operate towards that of 
their performances. Hence with regard to the Agnihotra, etc., qualified 
as they are by the mention of ‘ lifelong ’ there arises the question as to 
whether each of its (daily) performances is a distinct action by itself, or 
all the daily performances go to form a single action, meant to bring 
about a particular desirable end, and the time for whoso performance is 
the whole of one’s life. If then, the time—whole of one’s life—were laid 
down as a property of the action, then the mere offering of the morning 
and evening libations in accordance with the injunctions “ he should 
offer the morning libation with the mantra 'Sanyo joytij}, etc.,’ and 
he should offer the evening libation with the mantra ' Agnirjoytil}, etc.,— 
would not be enough to complete the Agnihotra, till the specified time— 
‘ life long ’—expires ; and hence a performance of the AgnViotra would 
come to be made of many daily repetitions ; just as the performance of the 
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Jyotktorna is made up of the repetition of the same process with regard 
to each of the many Qrahas, If, on the other hand, * living ’ be taken as 
the occasion (or cause), with reference to wliich the sentence lays down 
the action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion wo^^ld last till the Performer 
lasts, the action comes to be enjoined without any reference to any desir¬ 
able result; and as such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it 
would be necessary for the man to perform it as long as he lives, either 
for the fulfilment of his own duty, or for the avoiding of tlia sin incurred 
by non-performance; and hence in this case the sentence would lay 
down a Restriction (or Duty) for the man. And in tins case the occasion 
.vOf the Agnihotra performance would be morning and evening together 
witli the life of rJie agent; and hence as this occasion would present 
itself every day, the action would be complete every day also; and hence 
tlie complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated eacli day ; — 
the performance of eacli day forming a distinct action liy itself (indepen¬ 
dently of the other day’s performance). 

On tlie question, then we have the following— 

PArvapak^a, —:1) All the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra form 
a single performance of it; (2) lifelong is a qualification of the action ; 
and (3) the sentence serves to lay down the time. 

Hiddhdnia .— 

It II 

qfd: ’Kartuh, of the agent, YA, really. SrutisamyogAt, be¬ 

cause of the direct signification of the words. 

2. It must be taken as a property of the Agent, be- 
caiise of the direct signification of the words.—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ Dharmoh ’ is to be supplied from the preceding SiUra ; 
and hence the proposition laid down by the Siddhdnta is that—‘It is the 
property of the Agent that is enjoined. This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 


Because in our interpretation of the sentence, both the words— 
'YAvajjivam and the verb * juhoti'—vQUin their direct signification ; while 
in your interpretation, they will liave to be taken in their indirect indicated 
meanings. 

Tliat is to say, in our theory, it is by direct signification that the word 
' Ydvajjtvamd denotes the life-time of the agent as the occasion (for tlio 
Action); and in the Verb ‘ juhoti ’ and ‘ ynjati ’ also, it is only directly that 
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X signifies the BhivanA as qualified by tlie Uoot-meaiiing. And lienoo 
our interpreUtion is quite in keeping with the direct signification of both 
these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, life-time not being 
capable of directly qualifying the action) indicates the time, and the verbs 


Ci 


also would indicate Repetition ;—then again, that wherein the Injunction 
ends, is accepted as the object of that Injunction ;—lien.ce it will be neces¬ 
sary for you to reject the direct denotations of the words ‘ Jiva ’ and the 
wW), and make Time and Bepetition the objects of the Injunction ; and 
thus your Injunction comes to be based upon indirect Indication. 

In both cases, in consideration of what is directly expressed by the 
words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by the context, and 
conclude that the sentences in question lay down the floma (of the 
Agnihotra) and the Yoga (of the Darka-PilrgamAsa) with reference to 
the life-time,—and that tliey lay down a property of the performer. 

{| 


U \ U 

LiAga<^lartSaii&t, because we fiiul indicative words, "n Cba, also. 

Tvannadharmo, if the property pertained to the Action, Hi, because. 

Prakrarne^ia, by beginning. Kiyaniyeta, would bo completed. 

m Tatra, then. Anarthakam, ineaniugless. Anyat, another. ^ 

Byjlt, would be. 

3. Because we find indicative words to the same effect 
if the time pertained to the action, the action once begun 
ould take up the whole time and the other Injunction would 
become meaningless—3. 

COMAIiSNTARY. 

We have the text — ‘ xipi hava e^a svargdllokdchchhidyote yat,..amd- 
vaRijfim 'paurmmasivi atipdtayet; and by atipatti here is meant trans- 
i/res^non. 

The time for the Darsa Purr^amdsa of which tlie Agnihotra forms an 
integral factor, according to you, is the whole lifetime; and certainly 
no transgression of that time is possible. Because if the performance of a 
certain action is begun at the prescribed time, it is admitted that the time 
has not been transgressed. And certainly one who is a * performer of the 
Darsd PArnamdsa ^ could never have allowed its presfuibed time (his 
lifetime) to lapse without having begun its perEormanee ; because if 
he were to die without having begun it, he would not be a performer of 
the Darsa Pitriiamdsa, If by transgression were meant ‘ non-Aompletion 
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during the prescribed time ’ then loo, inasmuch as this ‘ non-completion ' 
could be ascertained only after the death of the performer, the laying 
down of the Expiatory Rite (for such transgression) would be wliolly 
superfluous. 

In accordance with our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as 
the beginning as welt as the completion of the Darm Pthmonulsa is laid 
down for every month during the lifetime of tlie perfonner, it is possible 
that there may Im transgression of that particular (hay of the month 
(omission of performance on that day; and hence too it would be quite 
possible for the transgressor to perform the expiatory rile after that 
date lias elapsed. 

Vyapavargam, completion. 'rCha, also. Dar^ayati, speaks of we; 
K41ah, time. Ohet, if. Kumiavedah, dilTerence of action, enu Sy&t, 8h(ruld 
be 

4. We have a text that speaks of the completion of 
the Action. Jf there is time, the performances of the Action 
shouM he distinct.—4, 


We have the sentence ‘ l)arsa Piirvamdsdbhydmiftvd soviena yujetd. 
Now, if all the lifelong repetitions were to constitute a single per¬ 
formance of the Darsa Puraaindsa, then, for reason shown above, 
the Soma sacrifice would liave to be performed only after all the repe¬ 
titions had beeu fiuislxed ; ami (as tiieso would bo finished only after 
the death of tlie performer) the dead person could not perform the Soma 
Sacrifice. If, on the otlier hand, there is time for the performance of 
the Sotno sacrifice (after the completion of the Daraa Pdrtxamdsa.’ This 
non-filling up of the whole lifetime is found to be po.ssible, only if the 
‘ lifetime ’ is taken as a property of the Performer ; because in that case, 
each monthly performance of the Darki PdrnamAaa is a distinct action 
by itself. Thus then the latter part of the SUra means that if there 
i.s time left by the performance of Darsa Pdnmndsa for the performance 
of the Somn sacrifice, then each performance of the Darsa Pitrrjamdsa 
should be a di.stinct action, as held by us. 

The latter part of the Sdtra is also capable of another interpretation. 
If the whole lifetime be laid down as the time for the performance of 
the Darsa Ptlraamdsa, then the Soma sacrifice as well as all other actions 
that may be laid lowm for tlio man, would be peiformed in the mid.st 
of the Darsa Ptlj iianuisa ; and in that case inasmuch as all these other 
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as would bj*ealc up tbe continuily of the lifelong extensive 
Barm—IMrmnwisa tlje assertion ‘ Varsa—PArvamihaM^^^ having 

performed the Darha PilvrjtannUa) would be wholly incompatable and 
further, this interpretation of the Dai\^(i PAvttdtfidsci would constitute 
the improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as he falh^ 
olT from lieaven, who perverts the saerijice and the like. 

For these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in question as 
laying down the time. 

Anityatv^t, on account of non-binding character. ^ Tu, really. ^ Na 
not. ^ Evam, so. Sy^t, could be. 

5. Because of the non-binding character of the action 

(according to yon) it could not be so. — 5. 

* 

COMMP^NTAllY. 

We have already sliown that in order to take the word * Ydvajjivam ’ 
as laying down would be necessary to have recourse to indirect 

Indication. And now we proceed to sliow that even if we allow the 
indication, the action not haring a binding character^ it could not be so. That 
is to say, that alone can bespoken of as pointing to a definite point of 
time wliich is sure to appear, and always in connection witli that point 
of time; As for instance, the Amlvasyd is pointed out as t/ie day in 
tvhich the moon is not fusible but there is no sucn single thing that invari¬ 
ably marks the end of the Jife>tinie of all living beings; and hence this 
life-tirne is not capable of being definitely pointed out by means of 
anything, thus then the time (life-time) being wholly indefinite being 
ascertainable only if it actually happens, it must be taken as mentioned by 
way of an occasion for the perfonuance of the Agnihotray etc. 

u i u 

Virodhah, incongruity. ^ Chapi, also. Ptirv^avat, as before. 

6. There is also incongruity as before.—6. 

COMMENTARY. 

If Mifelong ’ is a restriction, qualifying the agent, it could not be 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices, as it is only that, which pertains to the 

principal sacHfiee that is implied in the subsidiary-as we shall show 

later on ; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
sacrifice, it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the 


I 
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%L 


diary sacrifiocB, liie Saiirya, etc., also would come to bo perlornied 
througlioufc one's life, vvhicli is not desirable even for the Pitwapakf^i), 

U V9 U 

'wf: KartiiJj, to the agent. 5 1’u, if. Dharmanijainfifc, restriction 

of cViaractor. w-ssiret KftlaBilstrain, time injunction, ftwr Nimittfini, occasion. 

Sydi, would i) 0 . 

7. IE the restriction pertaineti to the perfonner the 
time injunction would be taken as mentioning the occa¬ 
sion.—7. 

COMAlBNTAny. 

What iasaid in this SMra being analogous to what htis boon said in 
Siitra 4, tlio Vartihi' luis given three explanations 

(1) Tlii.s Sutra being the last of the Adhikaram rightly recapitu¬ 
lates vvliat has been .said before. 

(2) Jt may be that though the author of the StUrit has already said 
that the Itestrictiou in question is a property of tire Perfoi’iner, yet he 
has not yet shown what, in that case, vvoidd be done witli the word 

arid bence 1)6 now declares that the word can be taken us 
ineidionhig the ocectsion. 

Or it may be that tlie Sutra replies to the question—" In regard to 
the Agnihotva and the Dirita Pilr>).a>n<'i3a inasmuch as we have the 
mention of the word ‘ Ydo(jjjivam ’ we could take lifelong as the 
occasion, but how can that be the occasion for the .A.ninial sacrifice, the 
Sonra sacrifice and the Chaturrridsya sacrifice ?” The .sense of the Sutra thus 
is that even in the case of these latter, the prescription of time, mentioned 
rep»ealedly’, would .sej've to point out the life time as the occasion ; tire 
said prescription being in the form of the sentence ‘ Vasante vasante 
jyotisa, etc..’ This sentence does not lay down the time for the perform¬ 
ance of any optional sacrifice because an optional sacrifice, depending 
for its performance upon one’s whim, and as such being only subsidiap', 
it could not be spoken of as to be performed in encry sprimj. Then as for 
the Necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that were to be performed but once, 
in any one Spring, the repetition of ‘ F«««)itc ’ would be wholly useless. 
Nor is there any ground for limiting its performance to only a certain 
number of Springs, consequently we must (include that the Injunction 
means that the sacrifice is to be performed \n every Spring that might 
occur during the lifetime of the Performer. And as for the Locative in 
‘Vasante’ that loo poii'tsto Vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in 
the case of the word ‘ bhiniie ’ in ‘ Ihinne jithoti.’ It is for these reasons 









U ADIIiKARAl^A, Sil 7, S. 


in all these cases, inasrm 

of time laj’s down restriction for the perforinei’, it 
laying down tlie Ocaasion. Thvis it is too that tlio nec(3ssary 
character of (he Animal sacrifice, the Soma sacrifice and the Chaturmdmja 


sacrifice becomes established. 


Adhikarana II.—[The action mentioned in different 
Rescendon texts is the saw-e]. 

sOTTRAS ir. iv. 8-82. 

Nama, wame* Eiipa, form. Dharmavitsesa, particular 

details, Punardkti, repetition, Nind4, deprecation- Asakti, 

incapability, Samllptivachanam, mention of completion. TOfa^^ Pr4y«- 

chitta, expiatory rites. Any^rtha, distinct purposes. Darsandit, 

because we find. ^4kh;3»ntaresu, when the texts l)elon;^ to distinct 

rescensiona. Karmabhedafi, difference of action, 8y4t, should be. 

8. When the texts belong to distinct Rescensions, the 
actions must be distinct; because we find (differences in) 
(1) the name, (2) the form, (3) the particular details ;—and 
because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 
(7) Mention of completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
Distinct purposes.’’—8. 

COMMENTAUY. 

[ There are various Rescensions of the Veda; anvl it is found that 
the same ac'tioii is very often mentioned in all these texts ; then there 
arises the question as to wlietlier all these actions are one and the same, 
or is every one of them distinct from the rest]. 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the Ififferentiation of Actions except those already 
dealt with. And hence we proceed to bring forward certain other 
grounds of difference, and then demolish them ; and tben we shall show 
also, in course of the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein 
mentioned is included in one of those that have been already dealt with, 
in the previous Adhtkararias. 

On this question weliave the following 

Piirvapaki^a. —Tlie action mentioned in eacli Rescensional text is 
that ir is distinct ; to say, the Agnihotra mentioned in the Katlw. Resoension 
n 
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mentioned in tlie TaiUiriya Ih 

tlie following: reasouB : — 

1. On acconiit of the Diff^^rente of Name : for instance we find people 
decJariug that such and such a thing is found mentioned in connection 
witli the KAthakn Agnihotra and that in connection with the TaittiHya 
Agnihotra (which showed that the two Agnihoiras are district, one being 
called the Kdthalta and another the Taittirhjd). [Here too the differen¬ 
tiating agency is that of NamCy which is equivalent to ^ Sabddntava 
dealt with in Sutra Il.ii.l. ]. 

2. On account of the Difference of Form, for instance, in one text 
the cake dedicated to Agni Soma is said to be * ehddasa'kapdla ’ while in an¬ 
other it is said to be * dwddamknpala.' In this case also, inasmuch as the 
* eleven ’ and ‘ twelve' are not capable of being exchanged, in the way that 
we find in the case of the numbers ' eight ’ and ‘ twelve ’ with regard to the 
ra/irrinrmx or in that of the Amik.<^d and the Vdjina—the differentiating 
agency is that of tlie accessory (and this has been fully dealt with in Il.ii). 

3. On account of the difFerence of sacrificial details, for instance, 
the Taittiriyas, in connection with the ZaHH sacrifice, lay down eating on 
the ground, while those belonging to other Rescensions do not do so; so 
also while in connection with Agni sacrifice some lay down the carrying of 
the water-pot of the tutor, while others do not; and in connection with 
the Ahamedha, some lay down that the sacrifices should present 
grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this down. And in all these 
cases, the differentiating agencies are tliose of the eating on the ground, 
carrying of the water-pot, and the presenting of the grass—all of which 
are mere sacrificial accessories, but taking the place of the method of the 
sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart from the former accessories, 
which are wholly outside the performance. 

4. On account of Repetition, ie., if tlie same action were mentioned 
in all the Rescensional texts, tliere would he many useless repetitions. 
In this case differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition ’ (and has been 
dealt with under SiRra Il.ii.2). 

5. On account of Deprecation, for instance : some people deprecate 
the offering of the morning libations before sunrise, while others deprecate 
the offerings of the same after sunrise. In this case also, the differentiat¬ 
ing agency is that of the time, which is only an Accesso^ 5 ^ 

6. On account of IncapaUlity. In this case also the differentiating 
agency is that of the Accessory, because all that is meant is that all the 
various details mentioned in connection with the action, in the several 
texts, could not possibly be performed at the single performance of the 
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istiuct from tbo Agnihotra 








action; and consequently, the action must be taken as distinct in 
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each text. 

7. On account of the difference in Completion : In that case also, 
that the difforentiation is done by the Aecessoiy ; because what is meant 
by that the upholders of one text declare ‘ our Agni sacrifice is complet¬ 
ed here, and not there, as in the Agni sacrifice of the other people and 
this would not be possible if there were a single Agni sacrifice. 

8. On account of the laying down of distinct Expiatory Rites : 
Though this is included in ‘Deprecation' yet it is brought forward sepa¬ 
rately ; because the mere deprecation of the time (before or after sunrise^ 
might be explained as pointing to both times being optional alternatives 
for the same action ; hence what is meant by the bringing forwan.l of the 
mention of Expiatory Rites i»s that if the two times were mere optional 
alternatives, none of them would be faulty ; as a matter of fact, inasmuch 
as expiatory rites are laid down in connection with both, both would be 
faulty, which could not be if the action were the same. Hence the iiction 
must be regarded as distinct. 

9. On account of the perception of distinct purposes being 
served in the direction that if the sacrificer happens to be previously 
initintod, he sliould employ the Atirdtn^ of the Bpihatmma; because the 
Ualhantara Soma will have been already employed at the previous initia¬ 
tion ; while if ho does not happen to luive been previously initiated, he 
should employ the Rathantnm Soma. In the Tdndaka, however, we have it 
distinctly laid down that the Jyoti^totna is the very first of the sacrifices to 
be porfoimed. And the iiricertaiuty of precedence spoken of in the previ¬ 
ous direction would be possible only if the Jyoli^^toma mentioned in the 
latter sentence were other than Jyoti^toma occurring in the same text 
with the former sentence. For, if all the Jigoti^toina were one and 
the same, then inaanmcli as in accordance with the Tdndaha direction 
in tlie case of all texts, it would always bo the Jyotispma that would be 
performed first, the sacrificer would always have been initiated for the 
Jyotistoma, the said mention of uncertainty—‘if he be not initiated’ 
—would be wholly incompatible ; as no sacrificer would ever be found to 
be uninitiated. 

Siddhdnta .— 


^ WT 5. 11 


^ Ekam, one. ^ Va, only, Sainyogarffp Chodanakhy^vives&t, 

because of the non-difference of Connection, form, Injunction and Name. 
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9. I’he action is on^only ; because of tbe noii-dii?ev- 
ence of (1) Connection, (2) Foim, (3) Injunction and (4) 
Name,—9. 

COMJMKNTARY. 

That is to say, (he identity of actions, recognized by means of their 
Names, Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when they happen 
to bo joeiilionod in various Rosconsional texts. 

I'lie Bhdsya says : The action spoken of in all texts, or in all BvAh^ 
mavas, is one and the sarne^ The sense of the phrase in all Brahinanas 
is tliat the same is tlie case even when the action appears in the various 
Ilrahnianas of the same Veda. As for instance, wlien the Jyotistoma and 
the Dmdasaha sacrifices are mentioned in the Panehavima and the 
Sd(}vinsa Brdhmayjas of the Sdma-veda, 

(1) ^ By * Connection' is meant the connection of the Result, as that 
is the chief factor in the relationship, (2) By ‘Forms’ are meant the 
Deity and the {material), as being the most nearly related, (3) By In¬ 
junction ’ is meant tliat which partakes of the liooUmeaynng as well as the 
Bhdx^ana, (4) And lastly, by are meant Jyoti^toma and the like 

which aie found to be exactly the same in all texts. Thus then, there 
being so many reasons for recognizing the action to be the same, we cannot 
but admit its identity in all texts specially as we do not find any rea¬ 
son for taking it as dillereiit. 

^ ?TT?rT W \\ 

^ Na, not. Nfunna, by name, Syat, would be. AchodamV 

vidhAnatvat, because the names do not speak of actions. 

10. Difference could not be established by the names 
in question because the names do not speak of actions.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if ‘ Kathaka ’ and ‘ Kalapaha ’ were tlie names of actions, ttien 
too, inasnmch as these do not occur in the originative Injunction of tlie 
actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of actions at all; 
because hy the law that ‘ it is not right to accept a multiplicity of mean¬ 
ings,’ the names belong to the books, and it is i"ftdirectly through 
these that they .nre applied to the actions (treated of in these books). 

WWW 

Sarvesani, of all. Cha, also, Ayckakarniyam, one action. ^ 

SyAt, wo aid be. 
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(If the uaine 
become one.—11. 

The dillerentiatioii of the cause is generally found to bring about the 
differentiation of the effect. Hence inasmuch as the name ‘ Kathaka ’ is 
one only, all actions— Agnihotra and the rest—mentioned in that text, 
\vould come to be taken as one ^if the name belonged to the actions). 

Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature 
of the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nydya Sittras, V.i.2l), because 
tliere is no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 
of actions) and the Reason (oneness of Name)—yet the Siddhdnti has 
pj/rposely brought forward a faulty argument, as a proper rep^y to the 
Pilrvayakna, which is based upon fallacious arguments tlirougii and 
through because a faulty rejoinder is always allowable against faulty 
arguments {oide Nydya SiUras, V.i.39, et seq). 

fRfSF II 11 

Kvitakam, coined. Oha also. x\vidhanain, name. 

12. The name is one that has been coined.—-12. 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been shown under SiUra I.i.30, that the names Kathaka 
and the like are coined ones; and certainly such recently ^joined names 
could not very well differentiate the etei nal actions. 

'Fliat is to say, though on account of the eteruality of the class 
Kathaka, the word ' Kathaka' m eternal one,—yet it is a univei’sally 
recognised fact that the word was applied as a name to the Vedic 
text, solely on account of the fact of that particular text having been 
taught, pre-eminently, by the teacher named ' Katha' And there 
is no doubt that it is not the action that is taught but the Verbal text ; 
and hence the name not applying to actions, it could not differentiate 
them. 

II U « 

Ekatve, twen when it is one. Api, also. Parani, diversity. 

13. Even a single action has diverse forms.—13. 

OOMMENTAKY. 

Mere diflereuce in eucli details as tlie number of KaptUas, cannot 
establisli a dilFerence between action.s; because so long as there is 
absolutely no dilFerence in the KapiiUi itself, that in its nuaiber is an 


AimiKAEAVA, St7. 11, 12, IS. 
belong to actions) all actions would 

COMMENTARY. 
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insignificant detail. Hence vve conclude that the tvro numbers—Eleven 
and Twelve—are. optional alternative accessories with regard to the 
same action. 


ii ? ^ w 


Vidy^vflm, pertaining to the sciouce. Dharmas^sti'am, injunc¬ 

tion of the detail. 

COMMENTARY. 

As for tlio differer^c© ill the eaerificial details, several of these are 
mentioned in the vaidoiis texts, simply by way of showing all that has 
to be learnt about the sacrifices, and not as laying down something to 
be actually cjirried into practice at the perlormance. 

II n 11 

Agneyavat, as in the ease of Agneya. Punarvachanara, there 

would be repetition. 

15. ‘‘There will be a repetition as in the case of 


the Agneya. — 15.” 

COMMENTARY. 

This SlUra may be taken either as reiteivation of the PArvapal^sa 
argument — that many repetitions of the same action would be useless,— 
or as explaining the repetitions of the same action, as resembling that 
of \hQ Agneya \ the sense of the latter explanation being that tlie Re¬ 
petition serves the distinct purpose of glorifying the action (and as 
such tliere is incongruity in it) {vide Sutra ll.iii.29). 


Adyurvachaiiam, tliere is no repetition, Va, however. 
^rutisaniyog^iviResat, there being no difference iii the method of declaration. 

16. As a matter of fact, however, there is no repeti¬ 
tion as there is no difference in the method of declaration. 


--- 16 . 


COMMENTARY. 


The word ‘ Fd * ill the Siltra serves to reject the explanation just 
given in the second interpretation of the foregoing Sittm. And the 
reason for this rejection is that a Repetition is taken as serving other 
minor purposes, only under two conditions: viz,, (1) when the Repetition 
consists in another mention of the action only; ami (2) when there 
are two objects of Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in 
question, however, none of these two conditions are present; because 
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Incl thrit, tlie Repetition is one of the Primary Action Itself together 
Tvith all its details of procedure, etc. This is what the BMyjya under¬ 
stands by the word ‘ ^rutiscwixjogdmsesa, in the Sdtra. 


Put the Sfdra is capable of also another interpretation, as follows; 
As a matter of fact, there is no Repetition in the case in question ; one 
sentence is known as a ‘ Repetition ’ of tlie other, only wlien both occur 
in the text of the same Reacension; while in the case in cjueation, we find 
that the mention of the action is found in distinct texts of the Knthahu, 


etc., and that too only once in each text. 

.Tn accordance- with tlie law spoken of before that one man can read 
the text of only one Rescension, one who has read of the Agnihotra, men¬ 
tioned in the text of the Kcitlia Rescension, does not know of that which is 
mentioned in that of the Tailtinya Rescension ; or even if he happens to 
know it, inasmuch as ho has all necessary knowledge of the Agnihotra 
from the text of his own (A'ofha) Rescension, he takes its men lion in the 
other Rescension to be meant for tliose professing that Rescension ; and 
hence ho does not look upon it as a mere fruitless repetition. Similarly, 
docs tlie professor of each particular Rescension treat of tbo text of other 
Resconsions. And every one of these professors equally recognizes the 
Agniholru as mentioned in a single text (this is what is meant by the non- 
diflerence in tlie method of declaration). Nor is there any order of sequence 
among the various Rescensions ; by which it could he ascertained that it 
is by the text of any one of them that the Agnihotra is originally spoken of 
and those found in the rest arc mere repetitions. To this effect it has 
been declared elsewhere : ‘ Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simul- 

taneotis existence, no one of them can be looked upon as a repetition of the 
(.•ther ; specially as tlmre is no order of sequence in which the various 
Rescensions are to be studied, as there is in the study of the various portions 
of a single Rescension.’ 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an action in a 
single text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated 
at another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition,—and the reason for this is that the persons 
a Ulressed are different in the two cases ; so would it also be in the case of 
the mention of the Action in various texts. 


w H ^ n 

Vakyasamvfiyat. 

16A. Because of the uon-iuherence of texts.—16A. 








never 
'Phis 
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of fact the texts of two Roscensions can 
in (he raiud of the same person, 
has dropped out of the Bhd^ya ; t>ut is explained in the 


Vartikd. 


- u \^\\ 

Artha, Purpose. Aaauniclliesclia, on account of non-proximity. 

17. Also because of the non-proximity of the purpose. 

—17. 


COMMENTARY. 


The various texts are hnowu as the ‘ Branches ’ of the Veda free, 
simply on account of their containing certain points of the same kind -in 
the sluvi>e of actions, just like the many branches of the same tree. 

I'liat is to say, if the action mentioned in the various Rescerisional 
texts differed from one anotlier, there inasmuch as the very roots (actions) 
ivonki be distinct, on account of the facts of flowers and fraits—in the shape 
of the results of actions—being dilTerent from the very beginning, we would 
speak of the texts as ‘ distinct Vedas ’ and not as ‘ distinct Bescensiom, 
(or branclies). On the other hand, when the roots in the sh.ape of actions 
and the stems in the shape of Injunctions aixi the same, the only difference 
would be in tlie details of procedure, etc,, which w'oiild be difierence in the 
lumiber of fruits and flowers on the various branches of the tree ; and as 
such from the similarity of the tree it is right that the different texts 
should be spoken of as so many different ‘Branches’ or (Roscensions.) 

The Sutra may also be taken as meeting the aforesaid objection with 
regard to Repetition. The sense would then be that, we take that to 
be a case of Repetition, where what has been spoken of once isappimimate 
to the same man to whom it had been previously addi-essed. In the case 
in question, however, we find that, that which is mentioned in one text 
is not approximate to tlie peraon professing a different lext. 


SI X Na Cha, nor. ^ Ekam, one. nft Prati, for. f5iayate, is enjoined. 

18. Nor is the action in one text enjoined for one 


edass of Brahmans only. — 18. 


COMMENTARY. 

'Phis Sdh-u takes it for granted that the actions are different. The 
sense of the Sdtm is that even when the actions differ in tlieir accessory 
details, those subsidiary accessories that are mentioned along with the 
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original Injunctive sentence, being laid down only as w'ith reference to 
the Agnihotra, etc., come to be recognised as meant for all persons (pi’o- 
fessing all texts), and as snob to be necessarily procured; and hence it 
follows that in matters of susidiary accessories, we should not rest 
contented with our own particular text. Nor do we find a single autlior 
of the KalpasAtras confining himself within His own particular Resceii- 
sion; and for this reason also, we cannot ascertain all tlie details of any 
sacrifice from out of one particular text only. 

This as regards subsidiaries; as regards the primaries also, inas¬ 
much as the names of actions (KdfhaJta and the like) are not capable of 
specifying the sacrifices as one professing any particular Resceusion, 
the Injunctions of these primaries (in whatever text) must he taken as 
laying down these actions for all who may be desirous (of obtaining tho 
result following from these actions); and hence tho actions mentioned 
in all. the texts appear before each one of the performers. Then inas¬ 
much as all these (A/jnihotras, for instance) lead to tho same result, they 
could not all be performed conjointly and the result having boon 
accomplished by means of anyone of these all the rest would become 
useless. If they be explained as serving the purpose of oirtional alter¬ 
natives, then it would be far more reasonable to accept the texts themselves 
as optional alternatives. 


I) H 11 

Samaptivat, accompanied by tho mention of completion. Cha, also. 
Sarpi^reksa, assertion, 

19. Also because there is the assertion speaking of 
“ completion.”—19. 


COMMENTARY. 

If the sacrifices (Agnihotra for instance) mentioned in various texts, 
were distinct actions, then each of them would ho completed, first it would 
happen to be mentioned in its own text, then we could not have such 
assertions as ‘ Our Agnihotra sacrifices does not end here ’ (this could 
be possible only when the speaker recognised tho Agnihotra that is 
being performed to be the same as that mentioned in his own text). 

The Anvdrohas are the mantras in connection with the SthoMrohaiia, 
and It is with these that the sacrifice, is finished by the professors of 
tho Maitrayddi Resaevsion ; but our sacrifice does not end there,”—such 
assertions of the learners of Veda distinctly show that even students, 
apart from the sacrificers, recognise tho actions to be the same. 

14 
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^sRrftr w w 

Ekatve, wlieii fcho action is one. A pi, even, ^<Tmi Par&i??, others. 

Nindfi-iaktisaniAptivacliaiiiliii, the mention of deprecation, inca¬ 
pability and completion. 

20. Even when the action is one and the same, the 
mention of (1) Deprecation, (2) Incapability and (3) Com¬ 
pletion is quite explicable.—20. 

OOMMENTABY. 

(1) All that the mutual deprecation of the offering being made 
before and after Huurise would show would bo that the two theories aio 
optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit the 
Result of such offerings to be alternatives. 

(2) Similarly as for the Incapability or capability of persons, it 
varies with each individual ; and it is equally uncertain with regard to 
tlio details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to those 
mentioned in one text only {i.e., there are men who are quite capable of 
duly currying out all tho minute details mentioned in all the various 
texts, while there are others that are not capable of performing even 
those mentioned in one text only), and after all there is not much 
difference between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

(3) As for the declaration of completion, or otherwise that depends 
upon wliat the speaker may have learnt, and hence that does not estab¬ 
lish a difference between actions. 

mirfw Pniyascliittam, expiatory rite- Nimitteiia, occasion. 

21. Then as for the mention of the occasion for ex¬ 
piatory rites.—21. 

COMMENTARY. 

This SMra recalls for the purpose of refuting it what has been 
urged by tho FArvapak^i under (8) of Shtra 8, in connection with the 
laying down of distinct expiatory rites for the actions concerned. Ibis 
Ftirvapakia argument is met in the next sfitra. 

^ u II 

Prakramat, in accordance with the method started with. Vft, really. 

Niyogena, would ho controlled. 

22. The application of the exjtiatory rites would be 
controlled in accordance with the method started Avith. 22. 










In all cases of alternative procedure, one can start with his perform¬ 
ance distinct! 5 ^ in accordance wkLIi one method of proccduro only; and 
lionco, if subsequently ho happens to leave off the details of that method, 
and takes up those of another, he cominitB a distinctly wrongful infringe¬ 
ment ; and thereby renders himself liable to expiatory rites; and thus the 
mere mention of expiatory rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptablo by any performer. 

U ^\\\ 

wfp: Sam&ptili, completion. Phrvavatvrit, because depending upon 

what has gone before. yatlifljnyA,to, according to what we know. 

Pratiyeta, should be accepted, 

23, Inasmucli as the completion depends upon what 
has gone before, we accept it in accordance with our own 
knowledge,“--23. 

COMMENTARY, 

We have shown under (19) that the mention of completion is 

compatible with both the unity and diversity of actions. But, inasmuch 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of action ; and the 
reason for that assertion is that it is regulated by what lias been done 
before in the beginning. 

Or the siitra might mean that, inasmucli as all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that 
the ‘ completioiP Bi)okeu of is what we actually find to be. And for this, 
we often find that even when the action has not been completed, as soon 
as the details mentioned in one text have all been performed, the pro¬ 
fessors of that text deedare ‘Our this yacrifico ends here ; and hence 
there is no incompatibility in this assertion (with our theory). 

% Lirigam, indicative word, AviKistam, equally applicable, 

Sarvasosatvat, because pertaining to all, Nahi, nor, ^ Tatra, in the 
text, KarmachodanA, injunction of another action, nwn Tasmat, there¬ 
fore, Dvaclasnaliasya, of the Dvddasa sacrifice, AhArakhyapdo?>ati, 

incongruity in the performance, SyAt, would be. 

24. The indicative words are equally applicable to 
both viows~bccause the mention (of the Jyotistoma as the 
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very first to lie performed) pertains to all (Rescensions) nor 
does the text enjoin another Jyotistoma \ therefore there 
would (in both cases) be an incongruity in the performance 
of the DvSdasaha. 

COMMENTARY, 

This meets an objection urged by the Fiirvapahf't, (Va. Text p. 198, 
line 26). 

The presence of uninitiated sacrifices at the DvAdcusdha is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the Tdndaka lays down is the 
fact of the Jyoti^toma mentioned in all texts being always the first to be 
performed. Nor does the TdndaJtcc enjoin a distinct Jyoti^pma of its 
own with regard to which alone it would lay down that restriction. Thus 
then the restriction applying to the Ydjurvedis also, and hence the said 
incongruity being found to be present in both theories, both of us should 
explain the clause in question as meaning that ‘ if the sacrificers happen 
to be initiated or not initiated for the DvMasaha.' And hence on this 
point there is no difference between our theories. 

- 7^ ■ rv... r\. __ . rN.*st. 

Dravye, wath regard to substance. ^ Cha, and. AclioclitvAt, 

not being enjo.ined, Vidluiulm, of injunctions, Avyavasthft, indefi- 

niteiiess. vSyfit, wou.ld be, Nirde^iU, by being pointed out. 

Vyavatistlieta, would become well defined. TasmA-t, therefore. 

NityAnuv&dab, everlasting description, wn Syat, would be. 

25. (The measuring of the Vedi) not being enjoined 
with regard to any substance, the injunctions would be 
indefinite ; while when it is pointed out, they become defined, 
and hence it would be taken as an everlasting description. 
—25. 

COMMENTARY, 

This meets an objection urged by the Pilrvapaksi (Va. Text 
p. 199, lino 8). 

It hafs been argued above {Sahara BMpja, p. 199, line 8, et seq.) that 
there could be no mention of tlie measuring of the Pak.^a and the Vedi (h 
the action wore the same). And to this we make the following reply :— 

That is to say, the sentence ‘ yat pak^asammitam,'etc., appears in 
the wako of the Injunction (there is but one post, and eleven animals), 
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iiiicl it means tluit ns at tlio Ekddosini, tliere woiil(i be a deal of trouble, 
if any of the two measures mentioned were accepted, it is far better to 
have only one post. And as for the measuring of the paksa, as it is one 
that has never been enjoined, it must be taken as always appearing as 
a mere description; and the Injunction of the measuiing by the Vedi 
also only serves as a praise, showing the superior excellences of a single 
Sacrificial post. And as for the measuring by the ‘eyes’ of the chariot, 
it would be done at that sacrifice, in connection with which the Ekdd^nni 
is laid down; and as such there would be no incompatibility. In the 
case in question, however, the measuring by the Vedi appears as the 
object of Injunction, by means of praise; and as such we cannot very 
well take it as eulogising anything else. Consequently it must be con¬ 
cluded that the ‘measuring by the pakfi> which is not enjoined is a 
mere description for the sake of praising the ‘ measuring by the Vedt.' 
And as, in regard to the Agni sacrifice, this ‘ measuring by the Vedt, 
would be the most authoritative, on account of its being mentioned in 

the same context,-the Injunction of the ‘measuring by the eyes of the 

chariot,’ being thus freed from the primary Agni sacrifice, would betake 
itself to its subsidiaries. 

The siUra may be taken as follows: If the measuring with the 
Vedi were not laid down witli regard to a substance, then there would be 
no restriction with regard to the measuring of tJio Pak^a, etc., all of which 
would be (equally) implied and that would be set aside by the direct 
mention of the ‘ measuj ing by the eyes of the chariot.’ In the case in 
question, howevei-, it is not so ; and hence there is no contradiction. 

^T^ll Ri. 11 

A^ihitpratisedhttt, on account of the prohibition of what is en¬ 
joined. ^ Pakse, optional, Atirekah, excess, wh Syat, would bo. 

26. On account of the injunction and prohibition of 
the same thing the excess would be optional.—20. 

This sfltra meets one of the objections urged in the Bhhya, p. 19 
line 17. 

COMMENTARY. 

One text lays down the holding of the Sodasi at the AtmUrd; 
while another prohibits it; and hence its holding or not holding being 
both optional, when it is not liekl there would be an excess of two hymns 
only ; when however it is held, the excess comes to be three, because in this 
latter case, there are two Ilik verses added to the group of twenty-one, and 
in this way wo do not find any contradiction between the texts concerned. 
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RV9 II 

Sarasvato, ia the Sara«vata sacrifice, Vipratisedh&i, on ac¬ 
count of prohibition. Yadaiti, the conditional ‘if. w?i Syat, should 

be added, 

27. In the Sarasvata sacrifice on account of the pro¬ 
hibition the sentence should be taken with a conditional 
‘if.’—27. 

COMMENTARY. 

This meets the objection urged by the Ptirvapakft in the Bhc^ya^ 
p. 199, line 22. As in regard to the Sdrasvata sacrifice just as in the 
case of the Doddasdha shown above, the previous performance of the 
Jyotidoma would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both 
of us should explain the sentence concerned as follows 

Mfintho case of the performance falling in the bright fortnight 
of the montli ending with Pai%rr,iayyidsi the sacriticers happen to be Puro- 
ddsins then iliey sliould fast; whereas it in the case of the performance 
falling within the dark fortnight ending witli Amlmsydj the sacriticers 
happen to be Sdnndyyins^ they should remove the * calves/ And In 
this way, wo find that the mention of ditferent sacriticers (Puroddsins and 
SLinndyyina) indicates tlie ditTerent times of the performance, and as such 
there is no incompatibility, 

srf^sruw: w w 

Upahavyo, in regard to the Upahavya. Pratiprasavah, iiicon- 

graity. 

28. '' In regard to the Upahavya there would be 
certainly incongruity.—28. 

OOMMENTARY. 

This Siltra recalls an objection urged by ilw Piivvapahft Bhdaya 
p. 200, line .1) the purport of which is as follows :— 

In one Hescensiou we find the sentence ‘ upahavyo niruhtali, agni- 
^tomo yajno rathdntarasdrm, ahvahsydvo dak^hind ; while in another we 
find, ‘ upahavyah aniruktal}^ uktho yajno hpilmtsdmd^ aevdh cveto rukma>- 
hxldto dah^ind \ and in this case, in view of these two Injunctions the 
two Hymns could be taken as optional alternatives; yet, inasmuch as this 
alternative is already obtained from the Primary sacrifice, any mention 
of it would be p,bsolufcely useless, if tlie action {^upahavya) were one 
only; while if tbo two upaliaryas are distinct, the repetition (of what 
has been mentionecl in conneptioii with the Primary) would serve the 
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restrictions. Hence too tlie two actions must be taken as 

distinct. 

5<5nii Guijarthti, for the purpose of indicating an accessory, w VA, bnt, 
jnjwfS: Punalisrutil), repetition. 

20. The repetition referred to serves the purpose of 
indicating another accessory.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 

'X'liQ answer to tlie above objection is that tlie lepetition of tbe 
Brihata and the Rathantara could be explained as serving the purpose 
oi restricting tlio number. 

wot; Pratyayah, -idea, ’nfi Chapi, also. Darsayali, supports. 

30. The Veda also lends support to the idea (that the 
action mentioned in the diverse texts is tlie same). *30. 

COMMENTARY. 

j We find that the Veda, speaking of the IloniM in reference to the 

^ Pvciyxjob lays down tbe mantra ^ PifiluTasi, etc., which appeals in 
entirely different rescensional texts, as to be employed in the A.^nu.id4ivi: 
and this distinctly shows that the action though spokou of in various 
texts is held to be one and the same. 

wR ^ Api va, but, Kramaamyogat, on account of distinct orders 

of procedure. Vidhiprithak^^ difference in the injunctions, 

Ekasy^Vm, in regard to what is laid down in one text. Vyavatistheta, 

should be. 

31. “ As there are distinct orders of procedure the 
Injunction pertaining to tvhat is laid down in one text must 
be regarded as distinct (from those pertaining to what is 
laid down in other texts). — 31. 

COMMBNTAliY. 

The action mentioned in one text must be regarded as different 
from the same action spoken of in another text lor the simple leason 
that the order ot procedure is found to be entirely different in two cases. 




purpose.^ of 
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Sf^: U W 

jWvinTi VirodhinA, with the contradictory. 3 Tii, but. AsainyogAt, 

there being no connection. Aikakarme, the action lieing taken. frr^Pire 

Tatsamyogat, on account of connection with that action, Vidhinam, of the 

injunctions, Sarvakarmapratyah, the common idea of all actions. 

SyAt, should be, 

32. There being no connection with contradictory pro- 
cesses the action is taken as one and the same, hence all | 
Injunctions connected with that action must be taken as 
aliordiug the idea of that same action.—82. ■ 

COMMENTARY. 

That all actions are one is sIiot'R by Synkoetical Connection-, while 
the difference in the order of prochSuro would, at best, be pointed by 
tlio order in which they happen to be mentioned; and as a rule Syntactical 
Connection is always more autlioritative than mere order. Because, 
as a matter of fact, we find that such detail^ as are mentioned even in the 
Smritis are not rejected by any considerations of Order, time or Extent; 
and then, how could it bo that that whicli is pointed by tlie Syntacti¬ 
cal Connection of Vedic texts would bo rejected by any such considera¬ 
tions? 

Thus, then, we conclude that the action i^ontioned in each Re- 
Bcensional text being distinctly recognized as' same, we cannot 
take each of these as a distinct action. And it has also been shown 
that there is no seventh means of differentiating actions, except those 
that have been explained above, which afford all the moans for the neces¬ 
sary differentiation of actions. 

End of Adhyaya II. 









THIRD ADHYAYA. 

First Pada. 

Adhikarana I.—Declaring the Subject-matter of the Adhydya. 

a ? a 

Atha, now. "Jra: AtaV, then. ScRalakBaBam, the Adhyaya 

dealing with Sesa, 

1. Now then the Adhyaya dealing with the subject of 
iS'esa.—1. 

COMMENTARY, 

The (iiffereiice arn^ig actions liaving been established, tlie next ' 
question that arises is,—Is each and every action expressed by verbs 
occurring in tlie Vedic texts an independent act by itself, bringing into 
existence a distinct Apurva? or, are some subordinate to, and subserve 
the various pui’poses of, some others f and if the latter, what actions 
are subservient to what ? Though tliis is what forms the main subject of 
Adhyaya (3j, yet it will be shown here that itia not only actions that are 
subservient ov subsidiary to actions, but that under the word ‘ subsidiary’ 
-‘se^a\ ' afiqa’ dh'ita —are also included substances and their pro¬ 
perties. The consideration of this point is all the more important, as the 
subject-matter of all the rest of the Siilras (Adhyaya 4 to 12) are directly 
or indirectly, based upon this relationsliip of the ‘ principal’ and ‘ subsi¬ 
diary ’ among actions as says Kumtlrila. 


Adhikarana II.—The definition of Subsidiary. 

iM; Sesab, subsidiary. wMra Pararthatvfit, on account of being for the 
sake of another. 

2. A tbinrg is called subsidiary by reason of its 
being for the sake of another.—2. 





umr/iy 
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COMjMENTAIIY. 


That is to say the ‘subsidiary'——is defined as that whiGli'* 
is for the sake of another ; that is to say, that which is indicated by 
direct assertion etc. as aidivg some action towards the fulfilment of its 
Apilroa ; this latter qualification being necessary in order to preclude 
mere verbal relationship. This being for the sake of another does 
not necessarily in itself imply that the Subsidiary should in some way 
help the Principal, but such help is assumed on the strength of Presump¬ 
tion. For instance, in the case of the action of sprinkling water on the 
com, the fact of its having been laid down in connection with a sacrilice 
leads to thelu’esumption that it nu accord some help to that sacrifice. 
SImilary in the case of the FraydjaSy laid down in connection with the 
Dar^apitrnamdsa sacrifice, we find that these latter stand in need of some 
help; and also that there are certain other actions laid down (in the shape 
of the Praydjas), which stand in need of some other action to which they 
could accord help; and this imitual need leads u^o the presumption that 
the Praydjas subserve the Dar^apiiryamdsa, 


Adhikai^ana 111.—What can be Subsidiary 9 

\\ b w 

DrtvvyaguijJvsanskftreau, to substances, nccossorioa and puri¬ 
fications ! badarii.1 says Badari. 

3. Tlie subsidiary character belongs to substances 
accessories and purifications only.—3. 


rnMMRNTARV. 


The qtiestion being whether only substances, accessories and pnri- 
fications can be subsidiaries or actions and results also, we have the 
Puryapa/c?a view as stated by Badari that subsidiary character can 
belong to the first tliree only. That sacrifices and results cannot be 
subsidiaries is clear from tbo Piirvapakfia sAtra of the first Adhikararta 
of tlie sixth Adhyfiya. 

Tn answer to this we have the Siddhanta in the next three sutras. 


1 


ii ^ w 
U V II 
11 ^ H 

mufa Karmapi, actions. ^ifi-Api, also. Jaiminib, says Jaimini. 

PhalartUatvat, on account of being for the.sake of the result. 4. Phalaflcha 
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^Sfresiilt also, purus^rthatv^t, because it is 

5. Piinisa^cha, the agent also. karrr 

being for the sake of action. 6. 

4. Jaimini says that actions al 
because they are for the sake of the resi 


the sake of the agent. 

6. And lastly the agent also is subsidiary because 
he is for the sake of the action.—4-6. 

COMME.VTAUY. 

(1) . That substances are subservient to sacrifices follows from their 
very nature ; they exist, because they subserve some purpose. 

(2) . Mantras and Deities also are necessary appendages to the 
sacrifice. 

(3) . Such purificatory or preparatory acts as the threshing of the 
corn come to be regarded as ‘subservient,’ to sacrifices, in view of the 
fact that sacrifices need some substances out of which the cake and such 
other tilings could be made ; tlie cake, for instence, must be made of some 
corn ; but no entire corn can make it; the grains have to be threshed 
and cleaned, so that it may be used for the making of the cake to be 
used at the sacrifice. 

(4) . Actions (sacrifices) also are ‘subservient,’ to their result; 
as it is for the sake of the result that the action is performed. 

(5). The‘mith’ is ‘ subservient because it is for the sake of the 
human agent that seeks it, and accomplishes it by means of the action. 

(6). The human agent is ‘ subservient ’ to the actions—being the 
‘performer’ who will accoinplish the action, for the sake of which, therefore, 
he would exist. The ‘subserviency’ of the agent to the action is expressed 
by the word enjoining the act; for instance, of the word Ujajeta' the 
‘sacrifice’ forms the principle factor in the denotation, and as no such 
action as the sacrifice would be possible without an agent, tho agent also 
must be regarded as implied by the same word. Apart from this, there 
are cases where the human agent occupies the most subordinate position ; 
e.g.,m the case where the man is required simply for the purpose of 
measuring the height of the sacrificial post. 

The above is the view of Jaimini as interpreted by the Bhasya; 
which quotes tho interpretation of the author of the Vritti (Upavar§a)—the 
sense of which may be thus stated:—It is only Substances, Mantras and 
Deities and Purificatory acts that can, by their very nature, be subservient 
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S^Bacn’ifices as held by Badati; as it is only these that^can never be 
‘principals’ ; and the reason for this view, says tlie Brihati (pp. GGb), lies 
in the fact that the Niyoga or ApArva is accomplished by the sacrifice, 
which in its turn, is accomplished by Substances, Mantras and Deities 
and purificatory Acts, which'latter alone are forces contributing to the 
ultimate result.—To the other three things, mentioned by Jaimini, the 
suhaervieney can belong only relatively; for instance, the saeHfiee 
(mentioned in sfitra 4) is principal in relation to the substance, but sub¬ 
servient in relation to the result; the result (mentioned in satra 5) is 
principal in relation to the sacrifice, but subservient in relation to the 
agent ; the human agent (mentioned in sfltra 6) also is principal in relation 
to the result, but subsidiary to such acts as the measuring of the sacnficial 
post {Sahara-Bhdpya page 211) ; — 

The meaning of this is that the first three, substance and the 
rest, are tthroys 'sidmdiary’; they are never‘principal’, while the latter 
three—Result and the rest—are both ‘principal’ and ‘subsidiary’ in 
relation to one another. 


Adliikarana IV. — The detaih of threshing and the 
rest pertain only to pa.rticular things. 

W VS II 

AST Te?a.m, of those details, artliena, purpose, visible result. 

Sambandbah, ooniieclion. 

7. They are connected with a definite purpose.—7. 

COMMENTARY, 

In regard to the Dar4a-Ptirnani&sa we find the Injunction ‘Darsfa- 
parnamAsabhyam evargakamo yajeta; ’ and in connection with these two 
Baorifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the niwapana 
(pouring out), the prok§ana (washing) avahanana (threshing), and so 
forth as relating to vegetables, and utpavana (sprinkling), vitapana 
(boiling), grahava (holding), asuddna (procuring;, and tlie like, relating to 
the butter ; and again ^dhha-harana (fetching of the twigs), OavamprastM- 
pana (fetching of the cows) Qavcimprasndvana jnaking the cow yield 
milk), and so forth, relating to the Sdnndyya (the mixture of Curd and 
Butter). And with regard to these details, there arises a question as to 
whether all these three classes of details aio to he performed in coniiec- 
fiou with all three kinds of materials -Vegetables, Butler and Curd-Butter 
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mixtoe, alike? or should their performance be restricted to only those 
materials, in which they are found to serve some useful purpose. 

The Siddhanta on this question is that every one of the details in 
question is found to serve a definitely useful purpose and as such can 
pertaiu only to such things with regard to whom that purpose is possible; 
for instance, threshing serves to remove the chaff from the grain and as 
such it can pertain only to such things as have the chaff and the grain. 
In the presence of a visible result it is not right to assume an invisible one. 

Against this position of the SiddhS.nta ive have the 1 urvapalcsa- 
in the following sCltra. 

5rw;^^r- 


n u 

ftfirn: Vihitalg-laicl down, g Tu, but. Sarvaclliarm.ali, pertaining to 

all. Syat, should be, Sanyogatal.i, in regard to connection, 

Avisesat on account of non-differeuco. Prakaranavisesflt, on account 

of non-differeuco of context, ’t Olia, also. 

8. Every one of them should be taken as pertaining to 
all, because of their non-difference in connection and non¬ 
difference in context.—8, 


OOMMBNTAUY. 

In as much as the result of the Daraupilnmnidsa is one only, there 

cannot be more than one ApArva, and the capability of bringing about this 
ApArva belongs equally to the vegetables, tlie Butter and the Curd-Butter 
mixture ; hence the details laid down with reference to these materials 
must be taken as pertaining to all of them. 

And in support of this universal application, we have (in the sutra. 
two. reasons; (1) ‘Samyogato’ ' viMefAt’ a.m\ {2} Praharanaviae^dt.' That 
is to say, the characteristic of bringing about the ApArva that we find 
in one object (corn), as the ground of its connection with a particular detail 
iThreahing), is also found in the other object; because as for the specific 
characteristic of the class ‘ corn ’ (vvliicli subsists in the corn only), this is of 
use only in the indication, ami is of no use in restricting the application of 
the Threahing. Then, as for tlie objective character, of the corn as mentioned 
in the sentence Vrlhinavahanti), it is found in all the other objects also; 
as all of them are objects to be offered. Therefore it must be admitted 
that, leaving aside all such objects as are not connected with the ApArva, 
as are not objects to be otfored, and as do not help in the bringing about 
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of the particular Apiirva of the context,—with reference to all other 
objects, all the details should be performed. 


H II 


Arthalop4t, on account of the absence of a useful purpose. 
akarma, no action. ^ Sy4t, would be. 

9. By being separated from a useful purpose it would 
no longer be an action.—9. 

COxMMENTABY. 

The Siddluinta meets the Purvapaksa by the argument that if wo 
dissociate the particular detail—of threshing, for instat 2 ce,—there would 
be the danger of Us ceasing to be an action ; that is, ceasing to be per¬ 
formed at .all. 




m Plialarn, the result, u Tu, also, Saha chestayfi, along witli the 

operation. Sabd^rthah as expressed by the words, mtmn abh4v^t, in its 

absence, viprayogc, on account of its absence, Sy^t, would be. 

10. Then again,the result is found to appear along with 
the operation. It is only when there is no visible result that 
its absence could justify the details being taken merely as 
expressed by the words—10. 

COxMMBNTAHY. 


It has been urged that, “inasmuch as we shall assume certain 
imperceptible ellects, there would not be an absence of useful jmrposes." 
And to this the following reply is made. 

As a matter of fact, wo find that the Threshing brings about Its 
perceptible result in the Corn, along witli its performance ; while in the 
others ttiie Butter etc.), we find the mere operation of Threshing, without 
any resultsaud so long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic 
injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a useless 
operation ; and in the absence of such urging by a Vedic injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results. 
And tlius there would be a mutual interdependence; tbo assumption of 
the injunction (of Thres.bing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the results being 
based upon the injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Butter etc. 
we do not find either the injunction or the result (of Threshing); while 
in regard to the corn, we find both independently of each other. 
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29. 



Adhikarana V.—The Syby/i and the other implements 
have their use restricted. 

Dravyaro, tilings, 'i Clia, also, UtpattisarayogAt, on 

account of being connected with the originative injunction. Tadartham, for 

tlio sake of that, Eva, only, Ohodyeta, should be laid down. 

11. The til mgs being connected with the originative 
injunction should be taken as laid down for the sake of 
that.—11. 

COMMENT AHY. 

Til conuection witli the Jlarea-PdrvamAsa, we find the sentence 
‘ Pphynscha Ttaf/dani cha aqnihotralw.mni aha Hfipaneha, hrmajinancha 
hhaniya cha iiUkhalaneha mvsainvcha drdiachchopata cha, etAni vni da'sha 
yajndyudhani. And there arises a doubt .ns to whether eacli ot these 
implements is to be employed in whatever they may be found capable of 
doing, or only in that in connection with which they are mentioned. 

On this point we have the following Purvapalcsa 

In as much as there is no connection with distinct ApArcas, and as in 
all cases equally there are perceptible elTects produced, wo must employ 
the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this way, the 
sentence sphyakcha etc. would become justified as con.stitutingan injunc¬ 
tion ; and as fur the plural number in etdni, that could bo explained as 
based upon tbe plurality of the objects (sphya etc), enjoined ; otherwise, 
as the whole forms a single sentence, there would be a single injunction. 
Consequently it must be admitted that the implements are to be employed 
according to their capabilities. 

■ Tbe Siddhilnta view is that the implements in question are to be 
employed in connection with the actions along which they are mentioned 
in the injunctive sentences. .\ll that the sentence enumerating the 
implement does is to give a collective description of the various imple¬ 
ments and there is nothing to dissociate them from the actions along 
with which they have been originally laid down. 
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Adhikarana VI.—The quality of ‘redness' is restricted 
to the substance along 'with which it is 'mentioned. 


ii mi 

Artliaikatvo, when it is possible for the two to be taken together. 

Druvyagnoayoh, of the substance and the quality. Aikakarmy^t, 

they have the same function, Niyamab, restriction, SyAt, should be. 

12, Between the substance and the property, when it 
is possible for tlie two to be taken together they must serve 
the iiaine function and as such their application should be 
restricted—12. 

COMMENTARY. 


In connection "with the Jyoti^to'ma, we find the sentence 'armuya,' 
fingdkrj^ ekahAyrtmjA soniavi kririati and then the text goes on adding 
‘ajayd krinati, vdmsd krindli, etc., wliere the word ‘/In/na’ denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ Pingdkfi’ and 'Ekahdyiim <lonoto the substance, 
because of their co-extensiveness (with tlio price to be said for the Sotnn). 
And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness’ (signified by Anma) there 
arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance that is men¬ 
tioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the substances 
mentioned in the context. 

The basis of the PQrvapaksa on this is borrowed from sfitra 8 above: •— 

That which is laid down would appertain to all, because thei'e is no 
difference in their relationship, and because of the non-difference of the 
context. (Stitra 8). That is to say, in as much as Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical cor uection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
but take our stand upon the indications of lire context; so that in the 
present instance there is nothing to preclude the quality of redness from 
being taken with all the substances that are mentioned in the context. 

The Siddhantin’s answer to the above is as laid down in the sfitra. In 
the case in question the substance and the property are found to be such 
that neither the substance nor the property alone by itself can be 
employed. For instance, the redness can be of use only as qualifying 
the particular substance cow, and the cow also must be of some colour; 
and further the two words ‘Aruvdya' and ‘EkahdyanyY having the same 
instrumental ending, the two become related through syntactical connection 
to the action of purchase ; hence tiro conclusion is that the property of 
redness must be taken as related to the particular object cow mentioned 
in the same sentence. 
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Adhiharana VlL-~The Graliaikafra Nyaya :—The 
noyi-sig'iiifinance of yiivnihev, 

w %\\\ 

Ekatvayuktani, qualified by singularity. ^ ekasya, of tno 
singularity, jirwiiwn; SVutisanyogflt, on account of being dirccl.ly mentioned. 

13. The thing mu=t he qualifiefl hy singularity a^^ 
singularity is directly mentioned. 13. 

COMiMENTARY. 

'J’he application of the various accessories lias been duly explained: 
notv we proceed to consider the details of the employment of these 
accessories. 

Tn connection with the dyotijiloma tve have the sentence 
‘ DaMpairtrena graham sunm4r?ti ’ ; and there arises a question as 
to whether the washivg is to be of only one vessel or of all the vessels 
mentioned in the context. Just as in the sentence we have a question 
ns to tho significance of the singular number, so also in others, we 
have it as to that of the Dual and the Plural; e.g., 'Yasya puroddAau 
Ksidyatali' and ‘ Havtmii abhighdrayati.' Tn all these cases, an action 
is enjoined with reference to a jiarticulai thing, and lienco theie 
naturally arises the question as to wliether any significance is to he 
attached to the Numher of the word signifying this tiling or not. 

On the above question we have the Pdrvapakija put forward m sutra 
13, tho sense of which is that, as the text distinctly mentions the Wu'n^ as 
to be done to graham in the singular, there can be no justification lor 
disregarding the singular ending; and this leads to the general conclusion 
that in the case of all sentences due significance must be attached to tlie 
particular number used in connection with the predicate ; exactly in the 
same manner as it is done in connection with that of the subject. 

The Bhaijya has included here the questions of significance being 
attached to the gender also; but the Vdrtika says that the Bhusya has 
done this only hy the way, as the question in connection with gender will 
lie ijealt with later on, 

^ ii ^ ^ u 

^ SarvesAm of all. « va, but. lakbaijatvAt., the indication 

pertaining to.' W aviiistam, equally, fit Hi, because. ^ lak^ijam, the 

indication. 

2 
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14. All individuuls should he taken as indicated, for 
the simple reason that the generic indication is applicable 
to all.—14. 


COMMENT ABY. 


Tt 18 a well-established fact that whenever anytliing is referred to by 
means of a generic name that name pertains to all the individuals 
included tinder that name. For instance, in the passage in question we 
find the word ‘ graham ’ used as a generic name for all vessels ; and so 
long as there is nothing to indicate the contrary there can be no justifi ¬ 
cation for restricting the action to a single graha. The conclusion therefore 
is that tlie ica.iififn(7 laid down in the sentence in question should be done 
to all the vessels that are to be used at the sacrifice in connection with 
which the sentence occurs. 




Chodite, in regard to whicli that is enjoined, u Tu but. 
ParArt.hatv.tt, being subordinate to something else. Jiwwfu YathAsiruti, exactly 
as mentioned, Pratiyeta should be taken. 

15. That which is enjoined should he taken exactly 
as it is mentioned because it is subordinate to something 
else.—15. 


COMMENTARY. 


The opponent baa urged the case of tlio sentence. ' pammdlahheta’ 
where due significance is attached to both number and gender of tlie 
word pamv). The answer to this is tliat the case of the sentence graham 
sammdritti is not exactly analogous to that of pakmdlabheta. .tii the latter 
the animal is distinctly laid down as subordinate to the sacrifice, and as 
there is nollilng to indicate that the action of sacrifice has to be repeated 
with all its subordinates, there is naturally a desire on our part to find 
out the exact number of subordinates required to fulfil the action, and 
thus the singular number in pamm comes in useful as indicative of that 
number ; and due significance must therefore be attached to it. In the case 
of the sentence ‘graham sammdniti' on the other hand the trailing that 
is laid down, and not the vessel, is the subordinate factor; and there is no 
justification needed for the repetition of the subordinate washing with 
each and everyone of the vessels. In fact, the restriction of washing to 
anyone or two vessels would be liiglily objectionable in the absence of 
any distinct injunction to that effect, 
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'^'/idihkarana VIII.—The washing is not done to the 


chamasa etc. 



II H 1 1 

•iwrtrn SairislcarAt, because it is purificatory, w Vil, really. 3"’’^ Gufl8.n&ni 
as to accessories, A vy a vast lift, no restriction. Syat, should be. 

16. As the washing is purely purificatory there shotila 
be no restriction as to its application to the several acces¬ 
sories.— 16, 

OOMMKNTAKY. 

Ill coiiiiection with tlie Jijoti^toma wo meet with the sentence 
‘ graham sammdritri' the question arises as to wliether this washing 
applies to all sacrificial vessels chamasa and the rest or to only those 

particular vessels called ‘ grahas’which are besmeared with soma juice. 

The Pfirvapaksa embodied in tlie sutra is that all the vessels should 
be washed as washing is purely purificatory and purilicatiou is equally 
iiecossaiy and appllcalile to all the vessels. 

II V'^ II 

Bpnsn Vyavasthfi, there should be restriction, va, really, srtw Arthasya, 

of ihe object, iSruti samyogAt, being directly mentioned. lasya, such 

things. Sabdapramapatwett, based upon scriptures. 

17. There should be a restriction as the one particular 
object is directly mentioned and specially as such matters 
are l)ased entirely upon the scriptures.— 1 7 . 

COMMENTARY. 

The washing applies to the ‘ grahas' only as the text quoted dis¬ 
tinctly mentions them by name and in tlie lace of tills direct declaration 
it would be veiy wrong to apply it to any other vessels. 


Adhiharana IX.—The measure of 17 cubits applies to the 
saerijieial post used at the Tasu sacrifice. 

II II 

(BPrtwra Anarthakyat, on account of uselessness. ?i?«5 Tadafigesu, should 
apply to its subsidiaries. 

18. Because it is of no use in the primary sacrifice 
itself, it must apply to the subsidiaries. 18. 
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(jOMMr^NTAKY. 

Ill connection with the ’ Vajpeya’ wacrilice we have the text, 

‘ Siijito.daHhdratmh bajimjnshyaijupali and in this eonuection tlie question 
arises as to whether the measure of 17 cubits applies to the vessels of the 
Vajp( 3 ya itself (tliere being no yupa in tluil sacrifice) or it pertains to the 
yupa used in coimectioii witli tlie ‘ ptiiiuyaga’ wliich is a siibsuliary of 
the Vajpoya. 

riio Purvapaktja is that the text; distinctly mentions the measure 
in couuectiori with tlie Vajpeya itself and tliere can be no justifioatiou 
for making it applicable to something else. 

The Siddhdntu as embodied in the sutra is that as a matter of fact 
the name ‘ Vajpeya belongs to a particular form of the soma sacrifice in 
>vhich the sacrificial post lias no place. Under tlie circninstances if the 
measure were made applicable to tliis sacrifice itself it will be absolutely 
meaningless, in order to avoid this the word ^ Vajpeya’ in the text may¬ 
be taken as indirectly indicating the vessels used at the Vajpeya sacrifice. 
But this recourse to indirect indication cannot be justified solong as there 
is any possibility of avoiding it. As a matter of fact it is easily avoided 
by taking the word Vajpeya in its widei sense of the particular soma 
sacrifice called ]:)ajpeya along with all its subsidiaries among wliicli 
latter is the l^l^<llydga at which the |)Osl is used to which the measure 
of 17 cubits is fittingly applicable. 


Adhikarana X,—The action of ‘ Ainlminiana is suhsidiary 
to the ‘ Pruyajas ^ only. 

H It 

Kartriguoc, in the case of performer's quahiicatioiis. J Tu, and 
Karmasamav^flt, because it cannot co-inhere with the action. : 

(v4kyabhedah). syntactical split. wSyAt, would be. 

19. As the (luaiification of the periormer cannot 
inhere in an action the sentence should be broken tip.—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

i^urificatory .Actiotis, SnbsUinoea and Acceasoiles liave duly been dis¬ 
cussed ; and vve notv proceed to consider tliose cases in which an Action, 
being mentioned as i elated to anotber action, ooine.s to be taken as a 
purificatory action. 
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nstance, in tlie cane of the t-entence ‘ aW/i/tanwtan jit 
ivorcl ‘ aUtikrdman the repetitive allix ‘ iianmV ; and 
there arising the (juealion as to what is done by one ’ walking round and 
round' we meet witli anotlier word ‘ jiihoti' wliich points to tlie Pvaydjn, 
in wliose context we find the sentence in question. And then there is a 
doubt as to wliellier the ‘ walking round’ is connected witli that Frayaja 
alone, or to every one of the Homas tliat are mentioned in connection 
with the Darm Filrnaindsa. 

In regard to the above question the Purvapakija view is that 
inastnuch as the avikramai:ia is an action meant to be a qualification for 
the performer it cannot be taken as having any connection with the 
panicuhir ‘ lionia’ mentioned by the word ‘ ;r(/ioti’in the sentence, that 
is to say, the avikraniarja or walking round cannot be connected with the 
Fnnjnjol. It cannot, in fact, help in the accomplishment of the Frayaja 
Uoma. And as such its mention cannot have any syntactical connection 
widi the injunciion of the Ftayaja(=\ so that in the sentence in question 
the participle avihniniana should be taken apart from the princijiai verb 
juholi as pertaining to all actions mentioned in all other contexts. 

Silkfiniksain, iu need. 2 Tu, but. 'ototw' Ekavakyam, syntactically 
connected, Syat, would be. wra' Asamaptani, incomplete, fit Hi, liccause. 
Purveipi, by the preceoding word alone. 

20. But there is a deficiency iu view of which the whole 
should he taken as one sentence specially the sense of the 
sentence is not completed by the lirst word.—20. 

COM JI ENTARY. 

. The Siddhantin’s answer to the above is that as a matter of fact the 
word iavikrdniahd) being a geruinl cannot be taken as completing the 
sentence. It stands in need of another liuite verb and as such a finite verb 
is available near at hand there can be no justification for dissociating it 
from that verb. 

The Tanlravdrtika is struck by tlie palpably absurd Parvapaksa as 
represented in the Hhasya and therefore offers a somewhat different 
explanation of the Adhikavana. It puts forward the Prtrvapaksa iu the 
following form:— 

fnasmuch as the ‘ walking round’ is laid down with reference to all 
the llomasf of the context, that are referred to by the word ‘ and 

as there is no intermediate context (that could take in the Frayajas only), 
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—the coi-iuection of the walking round cannot but be oontrolled by the 
single great context (wiiich takes in all Hoinasl; and in tliis case the sense 
of the preceding {Pilvmpak^a) siUra would be thus: In the property 
of the agoit:- i.e., in ‘ vvalking round ' -'t/nn'e being no inherence of the 
actiov of Prayajn^ which could be brought about only by an intermediate 
context, there tcould he n split of the sentence^ only in so far as tlie 
^ walking roinur would not be syntactically coiiuected with that inter¬ 
mediate context. 

In that case, the present (Siddli^iita)' sdtra Bhoiild be interpreted 
as follows: SakdnJu^ani' would refer to the intermediate context; and 
the sense of the Siddltdnta would be that the ‘ walking round' is syntacti¬ 
cally connected with the intermediate context, through its connection 
with the want of the proceflure, which is aroused by the injunction 
of the PvxAyajas (i.e,, the ' walking round' is to bo taken as forming part 
of the procedure of the Prayajas) And in this case, the concludijig 
clause asamiiptani hi purvena would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence but that tl)e intermediate context is not completed by xohat 
precedes — ?.e., by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of 
the Prayajas. 


Adhlkarcma XI.—The Upavita is subsidiary to the 
entire Darsa Purncimasa and not to the 
Samadheni only. 

cTOT^: 11 II 

>Saniciigdhe8u, in all doubtful cases. Vyavfiy^t, on jiccount of 

interruption. Vakyabliedah, syntactical dissociation, mxi Syat, should be. 

21. On account, of the intervention of sentences of 
doubtful connection the sentences should be dissociated. 
— 21 . 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana is meant to settle the question as to wliether the 
connection of actions is controlled by the intermediate or prime context. 

In cormection with the Darsa Pitrnaviasa the Sdniidhani Mantras 
are laid down as the seventli and eighth AimvAhas, the Nivids are laid 
down as the nintli ; and the KdrnyaSy identical with the Sdmidhanu, as the 
tenth ; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacrificial 
thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit. 
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there arises the question as to whether the threarl is to be so 
worn at the time tluit the person is reciting the Sdinilhanis or daring all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in the context. 



Tlie Pilrvapaksa view is that in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding xVdliikarana the mention of the Upavtta 
must be connected with what is nearest to it. That is to say with the 
mention of BAviidhants only. 

The Siddhanta embodied in the siltra is that between the mention 
of two sets of Sdmidliants wo have the mention of tl)e Nimlds and as such 
the connection of SamldlianU being interrupted and tl)e irresistable 
comdusion is that the Upavtta slioidd be connected witli tlm entire 
context of the Darina Piirnrunasa and should be borne throughout its 
performance and not only'during the recitation of the Sdmidham. 


Adhikarana XIT.—The Varana, the Vaikanhatd and 
the other vensels belong to all sacrifices. The 
Mithosamba/ndha Nyciya .. 

Gvmfinam, nf the aceossory details. Cha, also. Pararth4twA,t, 

on account of being sfibservient to the purpose of something else, Asam- 

bandha, no relation. Samatwat, on account of being equal, ’rith SyAt, 

should be» 

22. As the accessory details are all subservient to the 
purposes of sometliing else, thej' are all of equal importance 
as such can have no relationship among themselves,-—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana is an exception to Adhikarana 9. 

In connection with the Itindlbig of fire^ we find laid down certain 
vessels of tlie Vdvarjta and the Vaikanlcatd wood, as employed at the 
performance of the sacrifice, some of whicli are used at the lloma^ while 
others are not used. And inasmucli as these veasds have nothing to do 
with the actual, kindling of fire they are, as a matter of course, taken apaft 
from the context; and then there ari.ses a question as to the particular 
sacrifice at the performance which they should be used. 

And on this question w^e have the following Ptivvapah^a. 

** In accordance with rule laid down in Sutra III-i-lB, we must 
conclude that the vessels in question are used for holding the oferhig 
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^uiterials at tlie as this being laid down in connection 

with kindling of fire, js directly subsidiary to it and tbo vessels mention¬ 
ed in the same context liave to be connected with an offering and the 
nearest oltering with which they can be connected is tlie Pavdmana olTering. 
For the simple reason tljat the vessels as well as the PavarnriTUi offerings 
are mentioned in the context of llie fire kindling. So that there being no 
rise for tho vessels .at the kindling itself they must be cminected with the 
nearest offering. 

The Siddiufnta embodied in the sfltra is as follow’s :— 

That the said vessels belong to the lire kindling tlirongh the Pava- 
inana sacrifice is shown only by the context, while that they belong to the 
(ire and through that to all sncrifices is shown by the syntaciicaJ force 
of the sentence ‘ YadAhavayfeye Jvhoti etc, and the latter is certainly more 
authoritative than the former. 

And further there is no close relationship between tlie Pavamdna 
oiferingsand the fire kindlinrj as tlie offerings are as much subsidiary totlie 
(ire as tho kludliiig is and thus there being no relationship between the 
two the vessels found mentioned in the context of the kindling cannot 
reasonably be connected with the Pavamdna offering. 

I'Ik? Vdrfika is not satislied with tlie way in wliich the Bhasya rests 
the Siddhanta rijjon an assumed sentence in the shape of Ynddhavaneye 
jnhoti. In fact it discards tlie (‘ntiro Adhikarana and takes the present 
sdtra as a supplementary to the foregoing Adhikarana. Tliat is to say 
in connection witli the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana there 
arising tl\e argument that as the are subsidiary to the Samdhenis 

a mentlou of tliose canuot interrupt or disjoin the context,— the answer 
given by the siit ra tlie sense of whicli is that inasmuch as the Nibids also 
like tho Sflmidhenis speak of the kindling of fire they are equally sub¬ 
servient to the pui’ixises of fire and as such one cannot be taken as subsi¬ 
diary to the other. 


V Adliikarona XJll.—The Vartraghni recitation etc. belong 
to the Ajyavaga oferings. Vartraghni (Nyatja.) 

H n 

tm: Mithah, of the pair. ^ Ch«a, also. Anartha-sarabanclhlt, the 

relations serve no usehd purpose. 

23. Any connection of tlie pair of Mantras with the pri¬ 
mary sacrifice serving no useful pjurpose (they cannot be 
connected wi-h the latter). 23. 
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OOMMENTAKY. 


In connention witli the Dars'ii Pdniarnnsa we meet with the passage 
‘ Vartrac/hni pauriianisy^m Dridhanicati aindr.vttj/ipam' and in regard to 
this there arises the doubt whether the two pairs of mantras Varh'aglini 
and Vridhammti belong to the primary sacrifice of the Darsla Purnauiilsa 
itself or to tlie Ajyavaga offerings. 

The Pilrvapaksa view is that inasmuch as the Mantras are dis¬ 
tinctly mentioned in tlie text along witli the .Darsfa Pdrnamilsa itself there 
is no reason why they should not be taken as belongin^to these. 

Tile Siddlianta embodied in the sfitra is as follows: — 


That any connection of the Mantras with tlie Dan-fa Purnamasa 
would be useless, because the Purnamasi sacrifice conitilutes one action 
so also does the Dariifa saorilico and as such there could be no room for 
two Mantras in either of these and fni'ther because the deities mentioned 
in the mantras are not found connected with any of the two primary 
saci ifices, that is to say the ^fartragiini an^l tlie V'ridhanwati each consi.sts 
of two mantras, one mantra speaking of soma and another of Agni and 
as a matter of fact neither soma nor Agni by itself is the deity of the 
Darsfa or of the Pdrnannlsa. The conclusion thoneforo is that the two 
pairs of Alantras should be connected with two Ajyavaga offerings. As 
there oderings are two in number the two mantras will fit in with these 
quite appropriately and the words Paurnamasyam and Amavasyayani 
occurring in the sentence quoted should be taken only as pointing out 
the times for the offering. 


Adhikarana XIV.—The closing of the fiat and meh 
other details pertain to the whole context. 

II II 

’BUP’W' Anantaryam, proximity. Achodanft, not injunctive. 

24. Proximity is not injunctive (or connection).—24. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have just dealt with the employment of mantras in accordance 
with the order in which they are mentioned; and now we proceed to deal 
with the exceptions of that rule. 

In connection with the Jyolvipm.a we find the sentence 
Karoti, Vachamyaechati dihitamavedayati’; and then again ‘hastan 
avanenikti ulaparajinstranati; and in connection with this, there arises a 
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doubt as to whether the * mu^iikarna ; (closing of the fist) and vagyamah 
(Bilence) simply serve the purpose of dvedavd (Addressing the initiated 
8 a(?rificer) or they enter into the wliole of the context? And similarly too, 
as to whether the hastavdnejana (waaliing of the liand) is for the sole 
purpose of ‘ ulu'parajistavana ’ (spreading of the bundle of grass) or it 
pertains to all the actions performed ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that owing to the close jjroxitnity of the 
sentences the closingof the iist and tl)e silence should be taken as subsi¬ 
diary to the addressing and the washing of the hand to the spreading of 
the grass. 

Tlie Siddhantin answer to the above is that the force of the context, 
the actions in question, must refer to the whole set of actions mentioned 
in the context. This connection could be rejected only if there wei-e 
more authoritative means Indicative of their connection with the one purti- 
cuhir action only. As a matter of fact, however, there is nothing to 
establish any sort of syntactical connection between the fist closing and 
the addressing. There is mere proximity of the tsvo sentences and 
certainly the context is more authoritative than mere proximity. 

II w It 

orwT’ii VAkyAnam, the sentence. ^ Ohu, also. Sarnaptatwat, being 

completing themselves, 

25. Also because every one of the sentences is complete 
in itself.” — 25. 

COMMBNT/VKY. 

A further reason wliy there can bo no syntactical connection between 
the two sets of sentences lies in the fact tliat every one of them is complete 
in itself and thus there is absent the principal condition necessary for 
syntactical connection as laid down in Sutra II i-46. 


Adhikarana XV.—The quartering pertains to the 

Agneya cake only. 

( ) 

IM: vSesah, the auxiliary. 5 Tu, really, Gii^asamyuktah, connected 

with the accessory detail* SAdhAratiab, common to all. Prat/yeta, 

should ‘ he recognicod. Mithab, mutually, TesAin, of those, 
asaitxbandhat, absence of connection. 
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26. “ The auxiliary ooiMected with the accessory 

details should be taken as common to all specially as there 
is no special connection between the two.’* — 26. 

COMMENTARY. 


We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with order in which they are ruentioried acid wo now proceed to consider 
whether tliafc application is possible to a part also, or only to the wliolo. 

In connection witli the Darsa Piirnayn&m^ wo find the sentence ,— 
aijneyam chaturdJta karoti; and with regard to this there arises the ques¬ 
tion as to whether tlio * chattirdluikarana ’ (quartering) is to be done to the 
Agneya cake only, or to the Agnisoiniya and Aindragna cakes also. 

The PurvapalcFa embodied in the sutra is that the Quartering 
applies to all the three cakes as the Aindragna and the Agnisomeya 
cakes are also entitled to the name Agneya as the cake dedicated to Indra 
and Agni can certainly bespoken as dedicated to Agni. Nor is there any 
other text wliich makes the Quartering more nearly related to the Agneya 
cake than to the others. 


In connection with this sfitra a curious fact reveals itself. From 
the closing lines of Blnisya on this sutra it is clear that the Bhusya reads 
the sutra as tenant samhandhat as what it says is as follows :—(Page 241j. 

If there were no relationsliip between the Agnisoiniya and the 
Agneya cakes, then there would have been some justification for restrict* 
ing the quartering to the Agneya cake only as it is, however, there is a 
relationship between the two so that there should bo no such restriction.” 
On the other hand we Jiave the Tantramrtiha quoting the Bha^ya as 
‘ mitiiasli^amasambarulhafc achodana syaf ' it is not easy to reconcile this 
quotation with the above declaration of the Bhaf^ya. 

Tornqf l hvs l 

mwT Vyavasthd, restriction, m V4, but. «irqtRfn?m Arthasnmyogut, on account 
of connection with the direct meaning. Lingasya, of the indicative power 
Arthena, with such meaning, iSarabandhilf., connection, LaksauarthA 

serving the purposes of indication. QiiuaJ^rutili, subsidiary text. 

27. “ There should be restriction as there is an actual 

relationship with the direct meaning of the word specially as 
the indicative power is connected with such meaning as for 
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the subsequent mention of the Agneya it 
of indicating tho talk of the Agneya cake 


COMMENTARY. 


-§L 

purpose 


The Sidflhanta that the Quartering should apply to the Agneya 
cake only as the very signification of the word Agneya makes it clear that it 
must be one that is dedicated to the single^ deity Agni ; vvhenevei Agni is 
taken conjointly with any other deity the ‘ dhak ’ pratyaya becomes 
impossible so that the presence of the dliak pratyaya in the woid Agneya 
inakes it clear that the name can bo applied only to that cake which is 
dedicated to Agni and Agni alone so tliat this restriction is indicated l^y 
that indicative power of the word ‘Agneya which inakes known the pai- 
ticular deity. In support of the l^urvapakjja tlioy have cited the text xVg- 
neryasya mastakam bibliajya pras^ritayainabadhyati’ where oven though 
^Yhat is mentioned is tho Agneya only yet the avadana is made out of 
all tho cakes. IHie answer to this is that tho meaning of this text is that 
when the several cakes are cut the cutting of tlie Agneya shoulu be done 
at its head so that it only serves the purpose of indicating a particular 
spot in the Agneya cake for a special purpose and has just no beating 
in the present question. 














THIRD ADHYAYA. 

Second Pada- 

Adinkarana I.—Mantras are employed acxording to 
their primary meaning (Bahirnydya). 

( #Tt*ng() ytwra: 

ArthavidhamisamartliyAt, because of the power of denoting 
things. ^4^3 Mantresu, among mantras, Seeabhava, subaiciiavy 

cliaracter. SyAt, should be. TasinAi., tl)ere. Utpatti aambandhah, 

eonnecuon wUk tho primary, Arthona, with meaning. fi?»ra5)r>tm Nityaaain- 
yogat, on account of otornal relation. 

1. “ In as muoli as subsidiary character of mantras de¬ 

pends upon 1-heir power of denoting things the particular 
maul.ra should be taken as related to its primary denotation 
as it IS only* with such denotation that they aie eteinally 
related.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo now proceed to deal with the .application of Mantras in accord¬ 
ance with their own ‘Linga’, By ‘Linga’ is meant the mipahllity of 
the Mantra to signify something; and as a matter of fact, this capability 
is sometimes found to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes to 
the indirect secondary meaning. And hence in tho case of Mantras it 
is doubtful whether they are to be used in their primary sense or in the 
secondary one. 

The discussion in the BliA^ya is started with reference to a typical 
mantra ‘bariiirdevasadanam dAini’ tho question is whether this mantra, 
is to be used in the chopping of ICuia grass only which is directly 
denoted by the won! ‘barhi’ or in that of any grass, which could i)e only 
secondarily or indirectly indicated by the word. 

The Purvapakija view is that tho u...e of a mantra always depends 
upon the expressive power of its words and the word ‘barhi’ is as expres¬ 
sive of the Kuiki as of any other grass so that there is nothing to justify 
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tlie restriction of the innntra to the chopping of Kuiia alone. The 
advantage gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
the Darm Pitvnamiim certain Mantras with the word 'Ptl§aii\ we do 
not find it necessary to remove these Mantras to another sacrifice, even 
thougli tliere is no such deity as Pd§an in the Darsa Pzirnamdsa ; be¬ 
cause the word ^Piti^an' indirectly indicates ^Agni’, wliich is a deity at 
that sacrifice, AvliiJe if any preference were to bo shown to the direct 
denotation of the word tlien it would be necessary to remove 

the Mantras from the context in which tliey are actually mentioned in 
the Veda. In the same manner inasmucli as tlio word Agni’ would 
indicate the SHirya, the Injunction (that the ectypo is to be performed 
in the same way as the archetype) would be duly folloveed, even without 
changing the words of the Mantra pi.c., the Sanryacliarn is a modification 
or ectype of the Agneya Gharn^ and the Mantra laid down for the latter 
being ^agnayetoa\ etc. when one comes to ofier the Saurya Charu, he 
einplo.ys tlie same Mantra^ but as the deity is not Agni, but Surya^ in this 
case he changes ^Agnayetm' into suryayatvAs, and this change would 
not be necessary according to the Pdrvapak^a as the word Agyii would 
be significant of Siirya as of Agni). 


Tn reply to the above Piirvapak^a we have the following Siddhanta 
embodied iu the sfitra as follows :— 


Mantras become auxiliaries to sacrifices, only on account of their 
capability of expressing certain meanings ; and when they have this 
purpose served by their direct primary meanings, the acceptance of 
their secondary meaning would involve the necessity of assuming another 
text. 


That is to say, in accordance with the law laid down imclor the 
Sdtra TI-1-31, the Mantras even in their direct signilications, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally 
abandons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts. And even while the Mantra indicates the secondary meaning 
if it denote beforehand its primary meaning also,—then inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over tliis primary meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, all the require¬ 
ments of the, Mantra, of the sacrifice in question, as also of the Injunc¬ 
tions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by tliat 
text, and hence there would be no ground for assuTning any other text; 
and the Mantra could not be applied in its secondary sense. 








SamBkarakatwtlt, on account of its sanctificatory cliaractor. 
Acliodite, to that which is not enjoyed. ^ Na syfit, cannot apply. 

2. The Mantra being a sanctificatory factor cannot 
apply to that which is not enjoyed.—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tills sutra meets what the Ptirvapak^a has said with regard to the 
word ‘Pusan’. 'Phat the/l/a72t?w of the Da>‘.4a Pi'lrnamdsa do not apply 
to Pitsan etc, vvliicli are not enjoined as its deities, is only reasonable ; 
because all Sanctifications appertain to that which has to be Sanctified : and 
liimce the indicative power of the Mantra, which is more authoritative 
than the context, would make it applicable to Pil^ana etc, and not to 
Uic Deities of the Darsa Ptivnavidsa, 


Adhikarana II.—The 'AindrV mantras apply to the 
(jdrhpatya. {gdrhpatyanyaya) 

I 3 I 

Vachan4t, because of the subsequent injunction. AyathArtliam, 

not in its direct sense. ^ Aintlri, the aindri mantra. SyAt, should he 
taken. 

3. The Aindri mantra slionld not be employed in 
its direct literal sense because of the direct injunction ”~3. 

COMMENTARY, 

We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentence cited in connection with tliis Adhikarana is— 
chanat sangamaho vasAndmiti oindryd garhpatyamupatuthdlt^' and though 
this Mantra is as applicable to the sacrificial fire (CUrhapata) as to India 
yet, the special mention of ^aindrya* shows that it is to be taken in its 
direct sense applying to Indra. Some people, however, take the present 

Adhikarana as based upon the sentence ‘ Kadachanastariraisi . Indra 

etc. 

In both those sentences, however, the question is the same, viz _ 

Is the mantra to be taken in its direct literal meaning, and as such 
recited is descriptive of Indra or is it be to taken in its indirect 
meaning, and thereby applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of 
the subsequent direction ? 

















pOrva^mImamsA-sOtras, hi aduyAya 


Oil tlie above question wo have the folloiving Purvapak^a : 

In accordance with the oonchision arrived at in the foiegiilng 




Adhikavam, the Mantra must be tabcn as applying to tlie Description of 
Indra. Tliei), as for the accusative ending in 'garliaputyan it could be 
taken as indicating other agencies, such as the vocative or the Ablative 
etc, just as in the case of the sentence 'SaUun Juhoti,' the accusative 
in saUitn is taken as indicating tlio Instrumentalsunilarly in the case 
in question, irii^sinuch as the ohjeatiinty (expressed by the Accusative) 
is found to bo incompatible, we cannot attach any direct significance 
to it and must take as indicating mere agency in general. Consequently, 
in accordance with the sfitra Vl-i-1, the sacrificial fire (Garhapatya) 

becomes subsidiary to the Description (of Indra . ^ i 

In answer to the above wo have the following Siddhanta embodied 


in the sfitra ; — _ • ,7 , 

On account of the clear injunction aindrya garliapatyam praisUme 

the mere indicative power of tho mantra can have no force against it 
so that when we have to consider whicli of tho two the mantra or Uie 
injunction has to relinquish its direct meaning we cannot but decide 
that it is the mantra Uiat should do so. Thus the inantra in question 
has to bo employed in connection witli tlie ‘garhapatya. 

giffTST'n/huR 1 « 1 

tou O-upfit, due to certain circumstances and qualities ^ "Va, hut. ^ Api, 
nko. Abl.idhfinarn, indication. ’S.m Syfit, should he. Sambnndhnsya, 

the relationship. Asffiastrahetuwat, not being dependent upon scrip¬ 

tural injunctions. 

4. The required indication would be based upon cer¬ 
tain common characteristics specially as the relationship of 
their words and their meanings is not detertnined hy scrip¬ 


tural injunctions.—4. 

‘ COMMENTARY. 

On behalf of the Pfirvapaksa it may be urged that in the absence 
of any scriptural te.xts there can be no justification for making the word 
Indra of the mantra apply to fire. But the answer to this would be that 
as a matter of fact in the case of no word is its .lenotation determined by 
scriotural texts and as for the word Indra applying to fire this is quite 
possible because of the following characters wliich are common to both. 

(1) Both are connected with the sacrifice 

(2) The word Indra as derived from the root ‘ Indi ’ which signifies 
supreme lordship is as applicable to the fire as to the god Indra. 
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Adhikarana 111—The Mantras speaking of calling 
are to he employed in calling. 

I ^ I 

?nn Tatba, similarly, Ahv^iiara, calling. wW Api, also. ^ Cbet, if 

this be ui’god. 

5. It may be saitl that the law of the precedmg 
Adhikarana applies to the case of the Mantras that mention 
calling. — 5. 

OOMMENTAKY. 

Wo have dealt with the general rule that mantras are to bo taken 
in their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rule. We now 
proceed to consider which oases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. 

There is a mantra— Ilarhkrtpld etc.,' whicdi speaks of the calling 
of the sacrificer’s who prepnres the offering material, and with regard 
to this mantra, we have the following question: Is it to be applied 
to that ealliwi, the mention of ‘ tlire-slung ’ in the direction accompanying 
tlic tnnntra ‘ iti triraoaijhnanahoaxjati) being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘calling Or, in the strength of the direction, the montm 
is to be applie'l to the ‘ threshing’ whicli is tlie first to be mentioned m 
the direction, and not to the calling to which it literally pertains? 

The PtlrvapaksH view embodied in the siltra is as follows : 

Af the text diiActly mentions the ‘ thre.shirig ’ and the word havi?- 
krila in the mantra is capable of being taken as applying, even though 
iudirectly to the threshing which also is something that helps in the 
making of the ‘ havisa’,-the present case is exactly analogous to the 
one dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana so that the mantra in question 
should be taken as applying to the threshing and not to the callmg. 

I ^ I 

«i Ka, not so. Kalvidhlh, indication of time, Choditatwat, 

because it is already known. 

6. “It cannot be so ; the subsequent direction only 
points out the time which is already lecognised by ex* 
perience.—6. 










Tlie subsequent direction oti whicb tlie Purvapaksa lays groat 
stress cannot bo taken as laying down the use o£ the mantra at the 
‘ threshing ’ as the actual threshing being already enjoined elsewhere all 
that the present direction does is to lay down the threefoldness of the 
repotition and it also serves the purpose of pointing out the time at which 
the mantra is to be recited, though this time does not stand in the need 
of being enjoined as it is well-known from ordinary experience that one 
who is to prepare the offering material is to be called at the time that the 
material is going to be prepaied. It is in view of this fact that the 
V^rtika declares tliat by the word ‘ vidhi ’ in Kalvidhi means only point¬ 
ing out and not injunction. 

d’he Subodhini in construing the sutra adds a second ‘ Na ’ and 
takes it to mean (1) “that the direction cannot be taken as enjoining 
the mantra in connection with the threshing ; (2) that it cannot be taken 
as enjoining the time.” Ibit in tlie way that the Vartika has taken the 
sutra there appears to be no justification for interfering in the wording 
of the sflitra. 

i vs i 

yamr^pj Gunabhavat, on account of the absence of the character. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged by the l^flrvapaksa that the word * havifpkrita' 
can be applied to the threshing but this is not possible as the character 
of making the offering material and by its very nature it is incapable of 
being called or addressed which calling is directly mentioned in the 
mantra. 

The VTirtika adds ‘ though you could in some way or other, assume 
the tlireshing to be the ‘ maker of the offering material’ yet the subsequent 
word 'ahvayatV (calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate threshing. And further we find the vocative case ending (in 
Haviskrit) and tlien an order or request (to come) contained in the word 
* chi \ wliich is in the second person singular, all this would be absolutely 
meaningless if the Mantra were applied to the Threshing. On the other 
hand, when the mantra is applied to the Sacvificer's roife^ who is an 
auimato and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes 
applicable and useful; consequently tlio words of the Mantra cannot ]:>e 
accepted as applying it to the Threshing, 








10 . 



Rrgi;( Liiig^cbcha, also on account of other indications. 

COMMENTARY. 

Close upon the sentence under consideration, we find the sentence 
‘ vdgvai havl^kft' where we find the ‘ maker of the offering material 
eulogised distinctly as a feminine character; and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wife ; as otherwise (if it were taken as applying to 
the ThrcuhingX inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its gender 
restricted to the feminine being, as a matter of fact, of an imperceptible 
gender, the eulogy in question could be applied to it, only indirectly, by 
applying the word ‘ hriyd ' (which is in tlie feminine gender). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary 
to the culling. The Subodhini reads the sutra as itakclia tnthdlingdt). 


I i I 

Vidhikopah, incompatibility of direct injunction. ^ Cha, also. 
Upado^e, if tlie direction question be taken as enjoining the use of a mantra. 
^ Sy&t, would be. 

9. ‘‘ There would be an incompatibility of injunctions 

if the direction in question were taken as laying dowji the 
use of the mantra in connection with ‘ Threshing.’—9. 

COMMENTARY. 


As a matter of fact vve find tbat an entirely different mantra 
‘avarak^oclibali' etc., is distinctly laid down as to be used in connection 
with the ‘ Tbreshing ’ so that if the direction in question be taken as 
laying down another mantra there would be a conflict of injunctions. 


Aclhikarana IV.—The mantras speaking of walking round 
the fire are to he employed in connection with the 
same direction. 

m Tatha, similarly, Utthuna visarjane, with rising and giving 

vent. 

10. “ Sitnilarly with rising and giving vent.”—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Jyoti^toina, we tind the sentences, uttinfan 
anvdha agnidagniii vihavaj and vvataTn hfnuta iti vdcharti vwjaiij and in 
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regard to these, tliere arises a question as to whether the tvvo mantras 
agnklagnin etc., and ‘ waton Ky-nuta,’nre enjoined as applying to the 
‘ rising ’ and the ‘ giving vent to speech or these two hitter are mentioned 
simply with the purpose of pointing out the time of the recitation of the 
two mantras. 

The PQrvapalcsa view is that the mantras to he employed in the 
act of ‘ I'ising ’ and in tlie act of ‘ givdng vent to speech ’ respectively. 
But the Siddluinta as embodied in the sdtra is that tlie ‘rising’ and 
‘giving vent to speech ’ only indicate the time just as in the preceding 
Adliikarana, 


Adhikavana V. — 2'ho Suhtavali ia employed in the 
offering of the grass bundle. 

Sftktavake, ip the Suktavak. v Cha, also. Kftlavidliih, injunction 

of time, (Par4rthatw4t,) because it serves another purpose, 

4. “ Til© Sfiktav^ka must be taken as laying clown 

the time as they serve different purposes—4. 

COMMENT ARY. 

Ill connection with the Davsa-PilvnamAsci we find the sentence 
snhfiwakena prastarnm prasinrati; and tliero arises the question as to 
whetlier tliis senlence lays down the Siiktaodka as subsidiary to the 
Offerim/ of the grass bundle, or it only indicates the Time. And in this 
Cjuestion we have the following. 

PURVAPAK8A. 

'I’he Sfiktavaka {i.e., the mantra Tdam dydvdprtthiBi etc.) serve the 
purpose of pointing ont the Deity, and the Prastarn (the Bundle of gra-ss) 
serves a.s the place for the keeping of the Sru'<, and hence both of these, 
having their purposes served independently of each other, do not stand 
in the need of being related to each other by the relationship of the 
Primary and the Subsidiary; and hence the sentence must be taken as 
pointing out the Tunc. The iustrninental ending in ‘ sdhtdedhena ’ may 
bo explained as indicating the qualificatiou (Paiiini II-iii-21), 

T% I U I 

aN^Updesab, injunction, m V4, but. Tajyk iabdab, the name 

•yajya, ’ f^ Hi, because, laiww NAkasmUt, could not be meaningless. 

12. ‘ But the sentence must be taken us an injunction 

(of tlie mantra as applying to the offering of the grass 












bundle), as the name 'yajya ’ (as applied to the SQktavaka) 
could not be meaningless.—12. 


CO.\BnSNTAKY 

In the sentence ' SiVddoAhena prastaram prastaratV we find that 
tlie SAktavdka is distinctly mentioned as connected witli the action (of 
Praharam, offering) ; and tlie Instrumentality thus distinctly mentioned 
' cannot be set aside: specially because of tlie great authority attaching 
to the signification of the case-ending (in sitktdocihena). Ihus then tlie 
word ' siXkLdv'Vt a' would in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
xVction, otherwise vvliat would be connected with the action would bo the 
time indirectly indicated by the Sdktdodka, And it is only the Snktdcdka 
that ia taken as Subsidiary to the Action ; and being thereby similar in 
character to the other subsidiai’ies of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 
liaving the name ^ ydjya' applied to it; as ia done in the declaiation 
sdktdvakend ydjydsahdah ’ 

Sa, the SftktAv&k«. T^e'^atArthal.i, serving the purpose of indicating 

the Deity, TatsamyogAt, only on account of its connection witli it. 

13. “ The Snktavaka serves the ptirpose of indicating 

tlie deity only on account if its connection (with the offering 
to the deities therein indicated) 13. 

COMMENTAUY. 

It has been urged in the Piirvapalcsa tliat as the saktAvaka serves 
the purpose of indicating the deity' it cannot be connected with the offer¬ 
ing. But in answer to this it is pointed out as follows : • 

Though it is quite true that the words of t\\& Silktaodkn itself point 
to the fact of its serving the purpose indicating the Deity, yet this indica¬ 
tive capability does not disappear from it, when it is employed m connec¬ 
tion with the offering of the grass bundle, because in this latter it is not 
employed in any other way (then the one justified by the indication of 
the words). The fact is that the capablity of the Saktdvdka to indicate 
the deity stands in need of a reconciliation with the Direct Declaration 
'stlktav&liena pr istaram prastarali.’ and this latter Declaration also, finding 
the sdktardka itself making no mention of the said offering and finding 
itself incapable in the absence of such indicativeuess(of the offering), 
of applying it to the said offering, and yet not taking upon itself the 
responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, keeps looking out 
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tor some such way in which tlie sitktdvdka could be employed in the 
work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond what is signified 
by the words of the viUHtvci itself* Under the cii’cuinstance what can be 
more natural than that the shktav’uka mantra sliould be connected with 
that same action of olToring along vvith whieli it is mentioned and as tlie 
ohoring is to those same deities that are indicateil in tlio Suktavaka the 
incongruity urged by the Pfirvapakjja entirely ceases. 


nf^fn: Pratipattih, a puriricatory ollering of disposal. ^ Itichet, if it he 
mged. nqjfin Svistakrit, like the svistakrit offering, Ubhvayasaus 

kf\vab two fold character. 

14. “ If it be urged that the throwing of the grass 

bundle into the lire is only an offering of disposal, our 
answer is that lilce the swistalcrita offering the action 
would have a two-fold character—14. 

COMMENTARY. 


An objection is raised. The bundle of grass is one on which tlie 
ladle has been kept during the sacrifice so that when it is laid down 
that it should he thrown into tire (ire it is only by way of disposing of 
the thing tor which there is no further use. Thus being of the nature 
of disposal oifering the action cannot stand iii need of a mantra ; hence 
the SdktfivAka can have no connection with the action. 


I’he answer to the above is that thoiigli it is true that the grass is 
thrown into the fire by way of duiposal, yet it is also true that it can bo 
also taken as an independent offering. Just as the svistakrit offering is 
both an independent sacrilice and a disposal offering, liven if it were 
merely a disposal offering it could not necessarily follow that it cannot 
have a mantra subsidiafy to it. Because such an offering is distinctly 
seen to serve a useful purpose; and for the sake of the bringing about 
of the transcendental result, proceeding from the llestriotion laid down, it 
would certainly stand in need of certaiir Vedic accessories fin the shape of 
the mantra etc.l 

And thus there can he nothing incongruous in applying the 
Sttktaoaka to the Offering of the grass hundle. 

The VAi tika has broken up the sQtra into two sulras one embody¬ 
ing the objection and the other the answer. 










Adhikarana VI.—The SiVMvdkas are to he eviploifed 


in aecordanee niUh their meaning. 



Kritsnopadesat, on account, of being enjoined as a complete 
wliole. ubliajmtra, at botli. Sarvavaclianain, the recitation of the whole. 

15. “ Because it is enjoined as one complete whole 

the whole of it should be recited on both occasions. — 15. 


COAIMENTARY, 

Reverting to the origitiivl subjects oHhe Dama P4rnamdsn, we pro¬ 
ceed to consider the cpiostion as to whether the whole of the Siiktamha 
is to be recited at the Darsa as well as the Purnamhsa sacrifices, or 
portions of it are to be extracted in the case of each of these in consideration 
of the Deities (connected with the sacri fices and spoken of by the Manti as.) 

And on this question w^e have the following : 

Pi1rvapak!}n. —“ The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two 
sacrifices. Because if the Mantrno, as it appears in the text, that is called 
the S?l/«tai.-d/co ; and if extracts were made from it, it vvoidd cease to be 
Silkt&vdka ; and hence in this latter case, the oferin<j of the (/mss-hurxlle 
would be made with a manlva that is not. SdktAvdka and that would be 
an infringement of the Injunction Hilkldvalceiio, Pi'ostovnvi Pvaslnvati, 

jfiqi t4 ^ I ^ < I 

Yath4rtham, in accordance with the meaning, w V4 but. 
Sesabhutasamskarfit, becauflo purificatory of auxiliaries. 

16, But the mantras are to be used in accordance with 
their meaning because they are meant to be purificatory 
of auxiliaries.—16. 

COMMEiNTAnY, 

As a matter of fact the use of mantras depends upon what their 
words signify so that from among the SOiktavaka Alantras those whose 
words are indicative of the deities of the Darrfa sacrifice should be used 
at that sacrifice while those others should be used at the Pflrnamfisa 
whose words, indicate the deities of that sacrifice and reason for this 
lies in the fact that the only useful purpose served by tlie Mantra consists 
in sanctifying certain sacrilicial auxiliaries so that at any particular 
sacrifice only that mucb of the ^ilantra has to be used whose words have 
a sanctificatory bearing on the auxiliaries of that sacrifice (vide in-ii-2). 
The propriety of the use of only extracts from mantras is further explained 
under to 29 and 12-3-29). 






PORVAMhlAMBAsdTRAS. 
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17. Objection :—But on account of the direct injunc¬ 
tion (the wliolo and not mere extracts should be used.—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

An objection h raised. The text distinctly says that the ofFering 
is to be made with the Si)kt(\vdka and as the name Siihtdvdka applies 
to the whole body of Mantras and not to mere extracts from them any 
use of such extracts would be contrary to the injunction. 

Prakarn{ivbhi4g4t, as there would he not disjoining from the 
Context- ^ Uve, both, Prati, to. Kritaaneabdab, the word ‘whole.’ 

18, The word “ whole” could apply to the two parts as 
both Avotild appear in the same context.—18. 

COMMBNTARY. 

One part of the S(ikta,vaka is used at tlie Davila Sacrifice and another 
part at the Pfiriiam&Ba sacrifice and as the DartJa and Purnarri/lsa together 
form one context we can certainly say that the whole of the Suklavaka 
has been used; even though the two parts of it have been used at two 
different times, yet it cannot be denied that the whole of it has been used 
at the single composite sacrifice named the Darf^a Piirnam&sa. 

The BhA§ya has taken exception to the above exposition of the 
Siddh^nta. Its objections are thus explained in the Viirtika. The 
Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference to a certain result, and 
not with reference to the method ; consequently it is only with regard 
to the Result,—and not with regard to the method ,—that they could be 
meant to be taken in combination (,with one another). Because it is the 
method that is laid down with reference to tiie Primary sacrifices; as 
otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it could not perform an auxiliary 
to these sacrifices, and then if the method be taken as enjoined, then 
inasmuch a.s it would be wholly impossible for this method and the 
Primary Sacrifices to be enjoined with reference to each other,—as that 
wmuld leave them wholly unconneclod, the rnethod could not but 
be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary sacrifice. And 
inasmuch as these Primary Sacrifices or Uddcchyas, i.e., tliose with reference 
to whom something is enjoined) no significance can be attached to their 
eomhination, which is denoted by the Dcandca compound tDarifa-Pflrna- 
masftbhyam). Ooneequenlly, the sentence laying down the method being 














taken as complete witli each one of those saci’ifices, each of the Primary 
sacrilices must be accepted to be connected with the whole of the method 
and the performance also coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch as 
each of the six Primary Sacrifices constituting the Darsa and the Pilr- 
namdaa, performed at different points of time, Would bo complete in 
itself, the Itecitation of the Sdktdvaka would be done but once, and 
woidd apply to all the rest. Thus, then, though the SiiktAo&ka may not 
be repeated with each of the six Primary Sacrifices—the Agneya and 
the rest like the Prayaja, yet the whole of it will have to be repe.ated once 
on the occasion of the Darsa, as well as once of tliat of the PArnamdsa 
As otherwise, the Prayaja etc. also would have to be performed in parts; 
for which there would be no authority at all. Consequent, on account 
of the superior authority of direct Declaration {Sukt/M.kena, etc.) We 
should set aside the Indications of the Mantra words ; and take the 
SAhtavdka (as applied to the grass-bundle offering'^ either in an indirect 
secondary sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as 
indicating, for the offering, other Deities (than those related to the Dartfa- 
Pfirnam&sa.) 

In view of the above considerations the Bab^ya puts forward the 
SiddhAnta as follows:— 

When extracts are made of the Sdktdvdka in accordance with the 
significations of its various parts, each of these extracts becomes a 
SAktavdka because there are many Sdktaodhas, specially as we find that 
the various mantras Agniridam etc., (constituting the SdktdvAka, which are 
capable of indicating seybral Deities connected with different sacrifices, 
serving distinct purposes independently of one another, do not form a 
single sentence by being syntactically connected. Hence it must be 
admitted that there, are many SdktdvAkas (contained in the Sdktdvd'ka) each 
of which is supplied with elliptical portions from that which precedes as 
also from that which follows it. For instance—fl) there is one Sdhtdndka 
beginning with the mantra Idamdydiniprthioi etc., and ending with 
agniridam etc, {2) while there is another beginning with ‘ Tdamdydv^i- 
prthioi, etc., and ending with Somidam, etc. 

Tims then, we find that among these Sdktav&kas, which differ with 
each different deity, and which are amenable to the samo procedure of 
recitation,—there are some that are recited as common to many. And 
hence whichever of tliese may he lecitiid at the offering of the grass-bundle, 
the offering will have been done with the Sdktdvaha (as declared in 
the injunction, Suktdvdhena Prastdram Prastarati.) 

5 
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The Vartika however is not satisfied with this exposition of the 
Siddhaiita. It says It imist be admitted that though every one of tlie 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaning,—yet, inasmuch 
as they are all enjoined with reference to the OJJerhuj (of the giass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single 


8enteiice» 

If each of them were a distinct sentence by itself then we would 
have the following anomalies: (1) eacli of them would have to be recited 
separately, because at the time of the performance the Deity is the princi¬ 
pal factor; just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dak^tna eta., 
and (2) inasmuch the singular number (in Silktdvak&na) would^ be sig- 
ui ficaot with reference to the offerimj of the grass-bundle, its requirements 
would be fulfilled by tlie recitation of any one of tlie sentences. 

Thus, then, we conclude that in the Darda, as well as in the 
Ptirnavidsa, sacrifices, the sillildvdka to be recited is only that much 
which contains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrifice,- 
such recitation being quite in keeping with law and reason. 


Adhikarana VII.—The “ KamyaydjydniLvakyd mantras 
belong to the Kdmya sacrifices only. 

\ %^ \ 

^g!S’ra^»ire»nnm Lingakramasaiutlkliyi\iiat,, on account o£ the cumulative foice 
of [ndicative power, order of sequence and Name, Kamyayuktam, in 

connection with the Kdinya sacrifices only. u’lmiPi Raniamn4nam. the recit- 

ing. 

19. “ On acconnt of the cumulative force of .Indicative 

power, Order of sequence and Name, the reciting should be 
done in connection with the Kamya sacrifices only.”—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find tlie Krtoat/a sacrifices (i.e., those performed with a view 
to certain desirable results)—Ainifrapna and the rest—laid down in a 
definite order of sequence; and we also find laid down, in the same order 
certain ‘ >jnjydpuronuvdkud couplets, associated with the name ‘ Kamya 
and pertaining to the same deities (Indra, Agni etc.,' as those of the 
K&ifiyo> sacvilicGS. 

And in regard to the,se there arises the question as to whether these 
couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, irrespective of 
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the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities, or they are to be employed only in the 
aforesaid Kdmya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

Pitroap(f'k^a . —On the above question the Purvapaksais that — ‘^The 
couplets, throngli their Indicative power, are to be employed in all the 
sacrifices that have those Deities.” 

Tlie Siddhfinta as enibodied in the stltra is that the use of the 
mantra is regulated not by its Indicative power talone but by Indicative 
power, Order of sequence and name and there is no doubt that on the 
strengtli of all these three the mantras in question are to bo employed only 
in the Kdmya sacrifices and that too in the same order in which these 
latter are mentioned. 


Adhikarana VllI ,— The upasthana of the Agnidhra priest 
ahoitld he done ivith those mantras that are found in the 

same context, 

Adliikiire, in connection with a certain sacrifice, 'n Cha also. 

: Mantravidhifi, injunction of mantra to be employed. Tadfi,- 

ksesu, to those not appearing in the same context Sist^iwdt, because 

both are enjoined. 

20. “ In regard to any sacrifice wlieu a certain mantra 

is enjoined it applies also to the mantra appearing in the same 
context as this also is as much enjoined as the mantra 
appearing in the same context.—20. 

COMMENTAJIY. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma wo find the direction that the 
Agnidhra should be worshipped with the Agneya mantra. The ques¬ 
tion aiising as to whether it is the particular Agneya mantra found in 
dyotis^omfl. section that is to be used or that as well as any other 
Agneya mantra,—the Pflrvapaksa view is that the direction used the 
general term Agneya and as every mantra is equally capable of being 
used at sacrifices the name should be taken as applying equally to 
all Agneya mantras, irrespective of the context in which they may be 
found. 
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m Tadakhyovft, those that are mentioned as belonging to the sacrifice 
named, rrakaraijopapattibhyfiip, on account of context and reasons. 

21. “ Only those mantras should be used that are 

spoken o;C as belonging to the sacrifice under treatment, 
on account oJ; context and reasons.”—21. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddhftnta embodied in this sGtra is tliat only Agneya nmntias 
are to be used that are mentioned along with the Jyoti^toma. Firstly, 
because on tlie ground of context the connection between the two is only 
natural • secondly, bdcause there are other reasons also in support of 
this view. One of which is that when the upasthana is mentioned in the 
section of Jyoti^t^oiua it is clearly meant that it helps in the Apurva 
following from the Jyotistoma, which shows that tlie mantras chosen 
also should be those tliat are closely related to that same Jyotistoma. 

Another reason put forward by the Bhai?ya is that the Pfirvapaksa 
view involves a syntactical split. Tliis is thus explained in the Vfirtika : — 
In the sentence in question, the upasthana is not laid down as due to the 
form of the Aejaidhra himself; nor is it an independent action, leading 
to a certain desirable result, because no such result is mentioned in 
connection with it; hence it must be admitted that the upasthana is por- 
tormecl vvitii a view to help in the accomplishment of the Apurva resulting 
from the Jyotistoma sacrifice. And consequently the sentence in ques¬ 
tion comes to be taken as laying down a particular action in connection 
wit'i the Jyotistoma. 'I'he injunction of this particular action could be 
possible only wlien there was a general action already enjoined ; and then 
if tdie same sentence {dyudyya etc.) were to lay down the connection of 
the Agneyi verses with the general as well as witli the particular action, 
then there would bo a syntactical split. 


Anarthalj, useless, n Clia, also. ; Upadesalii, injunction. ^ 
Sy(ii,t, would be. Asambanclhat, on account of non-connection. 

Phalavata, with a fruitful action. ^ Na, not, ff Hi, because Upasthdnam, 

the action of upasth^.na. Pbalavat, fruitful. 

22 . “The injimotion would be wholly useless on account 
of non-connection with a fruitful action, specially as the 
upasthana is not fruitful.”—22. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Another reaBon in support of the sichlhftnta is that the injunction 
of the Agneya nrantra as a means to the upastiiAna would be wliolly useless 
as it would have no connection vvith any desirable result, because as for 
the upastl)4na itself it is not described as leading to any result and as for 
the result of the Jyotistoina there can be no connection with this as 
according to the Purvapakfa view of the present case the employment 
of details is not to be governed by context. 

I I 

Sarvebam, of all. Cha aUo. llpadistatwat, enjoinitig. 

20. “ x\iid also because all mantrs are a 




enjoined.—20. , . ' 

COMMENTARY. 

It rniglit be urged on behalf of the P(ri:rapak«a that iT only the 
Agneya mantra of the Jyotmtorna context were to be naed, then there 
would be no use for the other Agneya mantras. But the answer to this 
is lhat the other Agueya mantras are as a matter of fact alreuvly enjoined 
in relation to other fruitful actions. 


Adhikarana IX.—The Bhaksdnuvdk mantras are to he used 
in connection with the holding etc.y in accordance with what 
is indicated by their words. 

Lifigasamakhyan^bhyam, on accjimt of indication and name. 

BhaksavthatA, ova ployed in the eating. AnuvAkasya, of tlio 

aniivAkii. 

24. On account of its indicative power and name the 
Auuvaka nmst be employed in the eating.—24. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find the B/iufeja mantra laid down as follows ; ‘ Bhak^e hi md 

uijo.; Eiivaso purovaso . hdhuhhydm saghydsam, nrchahsantvd dha 

. avakbije^atn, hinva me . md m& rndvititr^al} mandrdbhibhuttJ} Mtul} 

. trpyatti . gdyatrae]i,ehhavdasali Indrapitasya hhaksJutydmi.’ With 

regard to the whole of this .4nuvaka there arises tlie question as to whether 
the whole of it used in connection with the eating or the several parts of it 
are to be used iu connection with the subsidiary actions of holding, 
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seeing and proper digesting ns may be fonnd to be indicated by tlie 
words of the sevei-al sentences composing the Anuvaka. 

On the above question we have the following Pdrvapakija 
embodied in sfltva 24 as follows:— 

Inasmuch as it is the alone that is enjoined,—as the word 

Wjha7i?(uydim’in the AnuiAka itsoE distinctly indicates that Eating—na 
the whole of the Anuvdka, being held between the two words bhak^& 
and ‘ hhak^aydmi ’ cannot possibly pertain to anjdhing else, and, 
lastly, as, in accordance with the sAtva IX-i-37, the lidding etc., also 
being mere concomitants of the principal action of Eating, the whole 
Anuvaka is capable of being taken as a single sentenco syntactically 
connected,—the Anuv&ka must be taken as to be used, in its complete 
form, in connection with the Eating specially as the entire anuvaka is 
called the BhaManuvaka. 

^ Tasya, of it. Uilpopadei^abhyam, on account of the peculiar 

form axul injunction, qjqqiv: Apakarwa, disjunction qrfer Arthasya, of the actions. 
choditAtvjit, on account of being laid down. 

25. “ The mantra is to be dissociated (from the eating) 

bocanse of the peculiar form of the mantras and also be¬ 
cause of the direction, specially as the subsidiary actions 
(of holding etc.) is also enjoined.”—25. 

OOMMBNTAIIY. 

Tire Siddhrmta embodied in the sfitra is as follows:— 

As a matter of fact it is fonnd that certain words of the mantras 
are indicative of the subsidiary action of holding etc. Secondly, these 
subsidiary actions are also enjoined and as such stand in need of 
being connected with some mantra. From these two facts it is much 
more reasonable to associate the mantras with the actions indicated by 
their component words than to connect the wdiolo with the single action 
of eating. 

Adhikarana X.—From the word 'mandra' up to 
‘ hhaksaydmV it is one mantra. 

Giu?&vidhaiirit, on account of mentioning a subsidiary detail. 

Mandrftdih, the sentence beginning with maudra. Ekamantrah, 
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'One mantra. SyAt, slionld be- ri^.* Tayoti, of the two. EkAvthasamyogdt, 

on account of expressing a single fact. 

20. “The portion beginning with ‘niancira’ is to be 
taken as a single mantra, because it speaks of one subsidiary 
detail; specially as the two sentences therein contained 
jointly express a single fact—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

In tlie aforesaid ‘ BhahifanAvaha we find the sentence mandrdlhi- 
hhiltih . hhaksaydmi uud in connection with this, there arise the ques¬ 

tion as to whether the sentence, from the be^,dnning down to Hrpyalu’ forms 
one mantra, and that beginning with ‘vasumat’ down to the end forms 
another, or the tvro together form a single mnntrd. 

On this we have the following Pitrva:pali§a. 

Inasmuch as, liKe Holding etc., in the previous Adhikarava, tho 
single fact of .sat/s/aetion is denoted by the sentence ending with 'trpyatu' 
this Tuust be taken as a distinct mantra. 

8IDDHANTA. 


To this we make the following reply; Tliat Action alone can form 
tlie object of Indication by mantras, which requii-es a distinct effort for 
its accomplishment,—and not these that merely follow on the wake of 
other actions. That is to say, in the case of the Holding etc. we find that 
unless one performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the 
Bating ; and hence it was only right for the performer, as well as for the 
scripture, to make a distinct effort (towards its performance and Indica¬ 
tion respectively. In the case in question, however, we find that for 
the satw/actiow of Hunger) tliere is no other effort po.S8ible than what is 
involved in Eating; and as such no useful purpose could bo served by 
its indicatiin (by the mantra). Consequently, we can explain the 
Imperative (in trpyatu,^ either as denoting a request ; or as having the 
force of the Present ; and thereby the two sentences would be connected 
syntactically,—indicating ‘jointly’ the singh- act ol Ealing as qualified 
by satisfaction,—thus forming a single mantra. 


Adhilmrana XI. — The mantras beginning with the word 
‘Indra jyitasya are employed hy modification to all Eating. 

%!^[5i‘^arRi Liiigavisiesanirdestlt, as the mantra distinctly indicates a 
particular thing- Samanavidh^nesu, out of a number of those that 
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are enjoined by the same injunction, AnaincliHi?4ni, those not dedicated 

to Indra. Amantra twain, without any mantra. 

24. “ Inasmuch us the mantra indicates the particular 

‘ Eating’ out of a number in those that are ail enjoined by 
the same Injunction,—the ‘Eating’ of the soma other than 
that dedicated to Indra is to be done without any 
mantra ”—24. 

COMMENTARY. 

[In connection with the Jyotktoma, there are several cups of soma 
dedicated to a number of Deities, Indra and the rest. The lerr.aanfcs of 
tJiese ofl’erings are to be eateny and tlie mantra laid down in connec¬ 
tion with this eating is the BJialminitiHika under co'im\(:]era\ioxu And 
there now arises tlie question as to wliethev the maMra is be repeated 
w'ith the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone wliich 
has been dedicated to Indra, and tliose of others are to be done 
without any mantras.] 

Inasmuch as the word Indrapitasya (in the mantra) is co-extensive 
with the soma (that is oifered to Indra), as theie are no words In the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra, and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications in mantra,connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatings is a distinct Primary by itself), it would 
appear tliat the eating of thesoaia dedicated to other Deities is to be done 
without mantras. 

As against the above we have the following Pilvvapakse. 

I I 

Yath4deval;arnv4, or in accordance with the deity. Tat- 

prakpititvara, having that for its archetype. 1% Hi, because, Darsayati, is 

shown. 

28. “ The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 

Avith the Deity (to A\’hom the oll'ering has been made); 
because the offerings to the other Deity are sliowti to have 
their archetype in the offering made to Indra ”—28. 

COMMENTARY. 

Jji conneetioji with the eating of the soma dedicated to other 
Deities tlian fndra, the mantra is to he reptated with the necessary modi¬ 
fications ; beciiuse the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes 
of the offerings to India. Though all the offerings are similar actions, 
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yot iiiasniiiclj as (hey are distinct acfioiis, Rome would he mere offshoots 
of the other, ^^nd here we find that the offering of the Dhrutmoma to 
Indra forms the archetype of the otlier offeringB, as is clearly rIiowh by 
tlie mantra for the holding of the soma. 

It is interesting to note that the statement of Siddhfinta of this 
Adhikai'ana is postponed to the end of the Pacla where 8fftra43 lays down 

the final Siddhtinta derived from the discussions embodied in sutras 
27 to 42. 


A-clhihciTcinci X.I1. Indvci cilso should ho Tncntionod in 
connection with the PunarvinUa soma. 

Panarambhinitesu, in connection with Punarambhinlta offerings, 
wii SarvoKAm, of all. Upalaksuuatn, mention. Dviiesutwfft, 

because it contains the rerun ants of both. 

29. “In connection with the Punarabhynita, there 
should he a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 

While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests in the Pttrvapah?a, and 
the Siddhanta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pada, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having 
modifications, andtlien proceed to consider under what circumstances tlie 
modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 

When the soma contained in certain vessels has been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left in them, more 
soma is poured into the same ve.sael8 (for other offeringa); and the soma 
thus poured is called the Punrahhyunnka soma. How this character 
belongs to that soma and hpw it forms the object of the discus.sions 
relating to modifieations, is thus shown There are ten vessels ; four of 
these belong to the Brahmd, etc., who make the middle offerings and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vasatkara and the 
Amva^atkara of the Hotrpriest ; while the Huntraka vessels (that is the 
vessels belonging to the Hotr) are used only once in the offering of the 
Va!}atUra, in all these the Deity is Indra; and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more soma is 
poured into them and offered to other Deities all this is shown by 
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the Directions, in connection with the offerings to many Deities tljat 
are made by the priests in connection with the Second Homa ^ — implied 
in tlie YajySt mantra connected with those offerings ; — such, for instance 
as maitravaruno mitravanivaii mitram myam h.avmatie etc, etc ;— and 
when, after all the>se offerings have been made, the vessels are brought 
out for the purpose of tlie post-sacrificial eating, then they are found 
to contain two remnants,—the former, tlie remnants of the first offering 
to Iridra, and the latter, tliat o{ the offering to M?'i?'ava?*una, And then, 
vNdien the time cornea for the mention of the Deities (in course of the 
mantras to be recited in connection with the eating of these remnants) 
there arises a doubt as to whether there should be a mention of IneZra, 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed 
ever, as also of Maitravarnna, the mantra being read Indra mitra- 
variDia yitasya, etc^i’-or that the latter ones only a7*e to be mentioned 
(the mantra, in this case, being read as ‘ Mitravaraiia pitas 3 ’a, etc.). 

Tins question turns upon another question, as to whether the 
advent of the other Deity wholly sets aside the connection with the 
previous Deity, or not If it does set it aside, then Maitravarnna, etc; 
alone should be mentioned ; while if it does not set it aside, then there 
should bo a mention of Indra also. 

Oil this question we begin with tlie statement of the Siddhflnta 
(in the present sxUra 20), tlie sense of wliicli is that all the Deities should 
be mentioned, because of the vessel containing the remnants of both 
(offering). 

And on this SuldhAnta, we have the following Purvapaksa. 

wtRssagr pnay ad vA, on account of being set aside. Purvf sya, of the 

previous deity, Aniipalaksauaiii, non-mention. 

30. ‘' Inasnmch as it has been set aside, there should 

be no mention of the previous Deity.” — 30. 

OOMMKNTAEy. 


“ Inasmiicli as there are various pourings and outpourings of the 
soma, at tlie time that the latter otferiiigs are iiuide, and there is an ad¬ 
vent of another Deity, the previous Deity is set aside from the suhstance 
(soma); and inasmuch as there was, in the original offerings, no men¬ 
tion of the Deify removed from it, there should not be any mention of 
such removed Deity in the subsequent oder ings,” 






P^7)A, XU ADHIKAHAyA, Sit 3L 


To this pflrvapaksa we make the following reply : 

\ \\ \ 

Agrahaijadva, on account of their being no actual taking up. ’irto: 
Anapayah, there can bo no setting aside. w?j SyAt, would be. 

31. “ Inasmuch as tliere is no actual taking up (of the 

remnant of the former offering, by the latter Deity) there 
could not be a setting aside (of the previous Deity.)”—31. 

COMMENTARY, 

That is to say, the connection of the Deity is established by means 
of scriptures alone and at the time that the substance is held in the hand 
for being offered, 'it, begins to belong to the Deity, only in accordance 
with the scriptural Injunction ; and that with which it begins is that 
with which it ends. In the case in question, we find that the directions 
with regard to the “ Punarahhyannita” distiuotly show that the sub¬ 
stance to be offered to the other Deities is to be held in the vessels wliicL 
contain some remnants of the soma previously offered to Indva ; and the 
presence of this remnant is meant (mly as a characteristic of the vessels 
(in which the subsequent offering is to beheld). Thus then, inasmuch 
as, at the time of the holding oi the latter oj^ering, the remnant of the 
previous offering is not recognised as belongitig to the latter Deities, —at 
the time of the actual offering also the offering being only of that sub¬ 
stance which has been held (or taken up) for offering, even though the 
Remnant of the previous offering lies in close proximity to that substance , 
yet, inasmuch a,s it is not inoluded in the words conveying the offering, 
it does not belong to the latter Deity. Nor, at the time, are there any 
other words conveying the gift of thai remnant (to that Deity), for the 
simple reason that there is no Injunction to that effect. Nor, loo, is 
that remnant even distinctly touched by words conveying other gift 
to that Deity;—because the gifts are conveyed by means of particular 
words, at the time that the various offerings are quite separate 
from one another. And, as a matter of fact, no further words are 
used at the actual offering; for the simple reason that no such 
words are necessary in connection with the gift that has already 
been conveyed by means of words. And then again, a single substance 
cannot be offered more than once. Hence it is that tliere is no use 
of words convoying the gift, at the time that the actual offering is 
made. 
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Anri Leiice, at the time of the Eating, as there will be left in the 
vessel a portion of this remnant also, whose connection with the previous 
deity has not been set aside,— !t would be absolutely necessary to make a 
mention of that previous duty on the Mantra that is recited). 


Adhikarana XII7.—In the eating of die Pdtnivata. Indra 
and other Deities should not be inentioned. 

g \ w \ 

PAtiijvate, ill the case of the Patuivata. 5 Tu, really. Puiwavafc, 


as before. 


32. “ In the case of the Patntvata it should certainly 

be as in the preceding case.”—32. 

COMM ENT AHY 

We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at 
ui the foregoing Adhiharaijia, 

As a matter of (act, vve lind that the remnants of the offerings to 
the pair of Ueilies are thrown into the and from that they 

<u *6 again transferred to the Agvayanaslhdll^ and subsequent to this, wo 
have the declaration of the holding of the Patuivata in the sentence 
‘ Upaniilu— Patrena. PdtniGa.tamdgraifdq)t grhnati. 

Atid when the eating of remnant of this Paiiiiyafa olTering Cvomes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the deities otlier than 
Patnivata slimild be mentioned in tlie mantra recited, or not. And on 
this wo have the 

pOrvapaksa, 

dMiat they should be mentioned—the mantra being read as Indra- 
vaynpatnivatpitasya etc. 

\ \\ \ 

Graliauat, on account, of being taken up. Va, but. AiDanltam, 

removed. Syat, would be, 

33. “ Inasmuch as the remnants is taken up (by the 

subsequent deity) the connection of the previous deity should 
be set aside. ’—33. 

OO.MM ENTARY. 

Tlio presont case is by no rnoaus similar to that dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarai.ia. Because at the time of the holding of the offering 
to Patnioat, the proximity of the other Deity is actually set aside ; and the 
offering to Patnioat is laid .lown as to be conveyed together with the 
remnants of the prevdous offerings. 








n PIda, XIV ADIllXAHAXA, S>1. 34, 35. 3 


"aoui XIV.—At the Eating of the remmmt of the 
Patnivat offering there should he no mentioyi of Tvastri. 

I 

Tva^t&ram, Ihe deity tvaj^tp* 3 Tu, really. 3 ^ 55^3 UpaUksayeta, 
should mentioi). Panat, on a(3Count of the drinking. 

34. Tvastri should be meiitioried because of the 
drinking.''—34. 

OOMMExVTARY. 

[In connection witli the Patnivata offering, we have the Mantra, 
* Agnai patnivan, Sajilrdeoena Tva^tvci Somam Piwa, and v/ith regard 
to this, there arises the question as to whether Tca^f/i should be 
mentioned at the eating or not.] 

On this question we have the following Pdrvapaksa. 

Inasmuch as in connection with tlie Pdtnhata ofroring, Tva.^tv 
is spoken of as ' Drinking the Soma in the company of Patnioata, ho 
also must be regarded as tlie Oeity of that offering, as imlicatec) by the 
words of the Mantra. 

Atulyatvflt, on <accoiint of inequality, h Tu, really. Naivarri, 
not BO. wj vSyat, would be. 

35. Such should not be the case because of inequa¬ 
lity.—35. 

COMxMENTARY. 

Tvastr should not be mentioned ; because between tlie Mantra and 
the DirecA Injunction, there is a vast difference of autlioritativo strength 
(this is one ' inequality’) ; and then again there is a difference in the 
characters of Tca^tri and Patnivat as nominatives to tlie action oi Drinks 
ing ; as what the Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tvastr"^ 
(tliis is another ' inequality’). 

Thus it must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of Tvastri being the Deity (of the Patnivat offering) ; and as .;uch there 
should be no mention of him fat the eating of the remnant of that 
offering). 
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Adhikarana XV,—-At the eating of the remnant of the 
Patnioat offering there should he no mention of the- 
Thirty and three deities. 

i i 

Trim^at, the thirty. ^ Cha, also, w^?*^ Parartliatvvilt, as it serves another 

purpose. 


36. So also the thirty (and three), as the Mantra 
serves another purpose.”—36. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the 
conclusion of the foregoing Adhihararia to. another ease. 

In oonnoction with the same Patnivat, we find another Mantra 
“ Aihhil} agne saratham yahijavvdk ndadrathavi vd vihhavo hyasvdh pdtni- 
vatmtvimhatastrimHeh^^^^ devdnati^vadhatndvaha mddayasva ; and therea rises 
the question as to wh.etherat the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata 
olleriiig, there should be a meaiion of the ‘ Thirty and Three’ Deities 
spoken of in this int^ntra or not. 

And on this question we have the following PCirvapaksa. 

** Inasinnch as there are several points in which the present ease 
differs from that dealt witli the foregoing Adhikararja, the conclusion 
thereof is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case. Thevse 
points of difference are the following :— 

(1) The same mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also 
indicates the fact of Agni being the Distributer of the Drink to the 
Thirty and Three Gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
Drink ; and hence the fact of these latter also being the principal Deities 
is shown by the 7nantra itself, which prevents Agni in quite a secondary 
position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

(2) In the case of the mantra treated of in tlie previous Adhikarana, 
we found that it denoted mere companionship, and hence Sva^tp not 
being found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected from the 
deific position. The case is reversed in the mantra now under considera¬ 
tion, as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate ; and hence the 
former law cannot apply to the present case. 

(3) All that the Injunction contained in the word with the nominal 
affix {Pat 7 iican) denotes is that the deilic character in connection with the 
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Action in qnrstion consists in the fact, of a certain Deity being Potnfran, 
(having a wife); anrl this qnalification is found to be as concomitaiwith 
Agni hi the mantra Agndi Futrican aa with the thirty and three gods, 
who are also spoken of in the same mantra as having wives, in the 
sentence Fatnirataslrimialastrlvikha devAn. 

In answer to tiie above we have the following Siddhftnta embodied 

in the siitra. 

There should be no mention of Thirty and Three gods, at the 
eatliic' oiihe Patnivat Eemnant. Because in all cases the functioning 
of tlie wonfm is controlled by what is directly enjoined ; consequently, 
as in the case of Tra^tr so in the present case also, the mention of the 
Thirty and Three gods (in tlie mantra) must he taken as contributing 
to the praise of Agni. Tliat is to say, inasmuch as the sola business of the 
mantm lies in recllliug to mind what has been previously enjoined (in 
Uie Iniuiiction (pafnieuhun f/r/inati,) it could not, ui any case, serve tie 
purpose of indicating either the fact of Agni being the DiHiyntor or 
of the Thirty and Tliree gods being the pai takers, of the Drink, both of 
these facts not having been previously enjoined. 


agent. 


Adhihirana XVL—At the ‘ eatintf there shoidd be no 
mention of the AnuvasatMr deity. 

Vasatakarafcha, the Vaaatkarn also. Kartrivat, like the 

37. “ The Vaeatkara also, like the Agent, (should 


not be mentioned”).—37. 

COMMENTARY. 

fThere is an Anuva^atkara mentioned in the sentence ‘ Somasyagre 
vihityanuva^alkaroti: and in connection with this there arises the ques¬ 
tion L to whether this Anuoa-fUkara should be mentioned or not, at the 

time of the Eating.^ ^ 

On this we have the following Phrvapuksa. 

‘ Inasmuch as there is no doubt as to the deifl. character of the 
“P'-e-Bcd b, tl.e .aid Injuaoiion.^^a. a-ell a. by,the 

words of ll.o * ■ 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make lire following reply; .Inal m the Brinker 
appearing sobseqaenlly copld not make a mention of the prevton. 
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rniker, who iy not connected with tho Primnry sacrifice, so in the same 
inamiei, tliere could be no inenlion of the Va^atkara in question. 


Because tliis latter is not me7itioned in the Pi-inaai-y sacrifice ; and even 
when it does appear, it does not appear as doing anything for that 
sacrifice. Consequently there should be no mention of this. 


Adhikarana XVII. — The remnants of offerings other than 
the one to Indra, should he eaten without mantras. 

I 5.q I 

OlilianclalipratiKedhah, it is a mere preclusion of the metre, g 
Tu, really, Sarvag4raitvat, on account of pertaining to all. 

38. “ As the sorna belongs equally to all the Deities 

(there can be no relationship of the Archetype and Ectype 
among the various ottering); (and as for the declaration of 
the change into the Annstup metre) is a mere preclusion 
of tho use of the preceding metre.” — 38. 


COMMBNTARy, 

We now proceed to offer our reply to the opponent’s arguments con¬ 
tained in ailtra (28). 

There should not be any modifications in the mantras, in accordance 
until the Deity, the remnant of whose offering is to he eaten ; tlie remnaiila 
of the offerings to other ileities than fudra should be eaten without 
mantras. Beeanse the whole action of tlie Jyotistoriia forms a single 
context ; and as such an action could not be its own archetype (Prakrti) 
and ectype {vlhrili). 

That is to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action 
of offering to the various Deities (which repetitions coiistituto the 
Jyoti^toma sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each' would have 
been related as the archetype and ectypes of another. As a matter of 
fact, however, they are not so many distinct actions; for neither the 
soma nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these 
individual offerings; as the way in which one of these takes up the Kowia 
etc. is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. 

Ihus then, the soma is equally connected, by injunction, with all 
the Deities ; and f,hu.s none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectvpe 
of the other. 
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has been ai'gued above (under sAtra 28) that, inaBinucb as we have 
an injunction as to changing the metre of the original into the Anu.^tup, 
the offering in' connection with, which this change is laid down is an 
ectype of the former. But the injunction of the change could very well 
be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to all Deities, as 
in that case it could be explained as a qualified injunction of a particular 
in the place of the Jayati metre which would have been used, on 
account of the offering falling in the Third Saoana. Or it may be that, 
inasmuch as the several 8aina.$thas of the Jyotitjtoma are mere ectypes, 
it is only natural that there should be modifications in connection with 
these ; but that does not serve the purpose of “ showing ” that the offerings 
to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to Indra (as held by 
Sutra 28). 


Adliiharana X VIII. —The “ Eating ” of the veninant 
of the Indra-Agni offering is to be done without 
mantras, 

I I 

Aindragne, in the caso of the olTeriug to Indra-Agni. g Tu, really. 

Lihgabhavat, on account of the presence of indicative force, Syai, 
would be, 

39. “ In the case of the offering to Indra-Agni the 

mantras should be used as there is in the mantra a word 
with the necessary indicative force.”—39. 

COMMEiVTARY. 

The question dealt with here is whether or not the mantra Indra- 

putasya etc., is to be used in the case of tbe remnant of offerings made to 
Indra in conjunction with some otlier Deity, Agni, for instance. 

The Pdrvapak^a embodied in sfitra 39 is as follows :— 

In the case of the Indra-Agni offering, inasmuch as both Indra and 
Agni would drink the soma offered, we could very well assert that half of 
it had been drunk by Indra, and half by Agni. And as the character of 
‘ heing drunk hy Indra' does not exactly exist in the Remnant (hat is before 
us (at the time of Eating), we must take tlie word ‘ Indrapitasya ’ (in the 
Mantra) as applying to it, through that portion of it which has been 
poured in libation, and there is no such limit to this as that is only when 
so much has been drunk of that it can be called by the name. 


7 
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Tluis then, iuaHinuch uh tlie rliBtingiuBhing property expressed in the 
word ‘ Lidrapitaisya' found to exist in the /'ndra-df/nt offering, the remnant 
ol this latter also is to be eaten witli the majitrci [Indrwpitasyci, etc.) 

Ekasmin, to all. ¥&, really, Devatilntarat, because of its be- 

ing a diBtinct deity. Bibhagavat, just as in the case of quartering. 

40. “ The Mantra should apply to that of which there 

is a single Deity (Indro) ; because (Indra-Agni is) a distinct 
Deity {frovi Jndra ); just as in the case of the quartering 
(of the cake.)—40. 

The Indra-Agni offering wcuild certainly liavo been included in 
the word ‘ Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
bad consisted in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
of the soma. But as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in the oa.se of an offering being made to them, is that they 
serve as the Uecipients of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time 
that the gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of 
any one of them singly : as like the nominal affix (in Agueyam) the com¬ 
pound also (in Indra-Agni) would not he possible in case the factors com¬ 
pounded depended upon something else. Consequently, just as in the 
case of the quartering of the Agneya Cake the quai tering does not pertain 
to the cake dedicated to Indni-Agui jointly, so in tlie case in question also, 
inasmuch us the word ‘ IndrapiLasya ’ denotes the fact of Indra alone being 
tire Deity, it could not apply to the offering that is made to both (India 
and Agni) conjointly, and as sucli the Manlra in question cannot be 
applied to this latter offering. ' 

Adhikarana XJX. — T)ie Mantras heginning unth the 
iDord ‘ Gayatra-ehandasali ’ are to he used in con¬ 
nection with the offering in which seteral 
metres are used. 

i 

41. “ The Metre is like the Deity.”—41. 

COMMEA’TAUy. 

I'he present Adkikarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in tlio foregoing Adhikarara. 
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We find in tbe Bhal^driuvtlk, certain mantras beginning with the 
word ‘ QaytraGchaniiasjJi,' and there arises the (luestiou as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that soma-ofering alone wherein the Gagatri is 
the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres aie used. 

On this we have the following PQrvapak^a. As shown in the 
foregoing Adliikarai.ia. inasmuch as the compound “ Oayntraacliandasah 
would be impossible if the Gayatri metre depended upon any otlier metre, 
the word ‘ Oayntraaohandasah ' could not apply to offering wherein, the 
Gayatri metre used would depend upon other metros ; and hence the 
mantras in question should be omployod in connection witli that soma- 
off es'ing wherein the Gayatri is the only metre used- 

mi ^rr \ \ 

^ Sarvesu, to all offerings, v Va, certainly, mma Abhavftt, on account of 
the absence. : Ekaohhandasah, a single metre. 

42. They bIiouIcI apply to all olferinga as there is no 
offeringi.il connection with which a single metre is em- 
ploved.”—42. 

'■ “ OOMMENTAEY. 

We have shown in connection with the quartering also, that if there 
were, in the context, no such cake as belonged to agni alone, then we could 
have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other deities 
also (as the objects of quartering! so also in the foregoing Adhikamga, 
it was simply because thei'e was an offering made to Indra alone, that 
we denied the applicability^ of the epithet Indrapita to that which, was made 
to Indra conjointly with Agni. But it is a well-known fact there is no 
offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used, and as iJi the aacri- 
ftces mentioned in all the three vedas, other metres are sure to come in. 
(Consequently, the name ‘ gayatraeahandasah' must bo taken as applying to 
tho.se in which tliere are many metres used ; ji.i8t as the name ‘Rathanta- 
s\ma is applied to offerings wherein there are many other sdmas also. 

The last siUra of the pdda does not embody a distinct Adhikararni. 
It summarises the final Siddivinta eonalnsion derived from the discussions 
contained rti the above stltras 27 to 4.^. 

% I I 

^ Sarvesam, of all. Va, certainly, Ekamantryam, connected with 

one mantra. Aitisayanasya, according to Aitirfayana. 

BhaktipAnatVEit, on account of the contingency that drinking will have to be taken 
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in its secondjiry eense. ^r«r>TTf^flRT^i Savantldhikaro, pertuining to the Savana, ff Hi, 
because. 


43; One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 
of) all (the offering) as held by Aitisayana; because the 
word ^ IjidrapUa^ indicates the savana; as otherwise, the 
drinking, (as pertainhig to the Remnant) will have to be 
taken in its secondary figurative sense/—43. 

commentary. 

Tlio word ‘ Indvaipitasya^ is to bo taken, not as qualifying * samasya^ 
but as qualifying the Pv&tolinamna^ (Morning libation), and as such apply¬ 
ing to every one of the ofFerings connected with that savana. Nor is the word 
‘ PrdtahbavarKi co-extensive with Poma ; as it is the name of a certaiii part 
of the sacrifice {iyotii^toma). If then tlie word meant the ‘ soma connected 
with tlie Pvdtahsavana^^ tlien we should have had the word ' Frdtalisamni- 
yasya* (and not Pratahsavanasya.) Thus then the word * Pratalisavamuya^ 
being taken as co-extensive with ^hulrapitasya^^ the genitive in these two 
words is due to their differentiation from all connectioii with Soma ; 
and that in ‘6'o?nasj/a’being non-coextensive, is based upon the iion-difieren- 
tiatioii (from the soma), 

Ihua then, on account ol the indication of another w^ovd {savajiasya) 
and on account of the fact of all the offerings having the same connections 
and occuring in the same context, the mantra should be used in connec¬ 
tion with everyone of them. 

We conclude thus for the simple reason that, otlierwise, the 807 na- 
revi7ia)it (if connected with hulrapita) wwild Ijave to be taken in its 
secondary iigurative meanijig. That is to say, the whole quantity of soma 
conveyed, by means of words, ns gift to India, would be the diiect or prin¬ 
cipal and Indrapita ; and the portion of it left behind in the vessels after 
tlie offering has been actually pouied into the fire, would be spoken of as 
hidrapita only iiguratively. And certainly this would be highly objec- 
tionable. 


Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma offering are connected tvifli 
the Jndrdpilasavana, it is established tliat the eating of the remnant of 
eveiy ony of them should be done with tho mantra ‘ Indrapitasya etc.’ 
Thus ends the second Pada of Adliyaya HI. 
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THIRD ADIIYAYA. 

Third Pada. 

Adhikaran/x 1. —The loudness etc. j^ortain to the entire veda. 

I ? I 

2^; Srutel,!, on account of direct declaration. 'asttwfV’WK: Ajatadbifcurali, 
jjertaining to the community, wn Syat, should be. 

1. On account of tli© direct declaration the proper¬ 
ties should pertain to the community.”— -1. 

COMMENTAIiY. 

Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their indi¬ 
cative power, we now proceed to take tli.at based upon syntactical con¬ 
nection. 

Tlie sentences taken up for consideration are ‘vchcfiairiohh- kriyate 
^.lieRik is recited loudly) ole, and also Tadyadi rkta ulcanamkriyati 
Gdrhapatyam paretya hh.ith sodheti juhiny U df we sljould make a mistake 
in the lik. he should offer a lib.ation into the yrirhnpatya fire with tlie 
mantra bhiih sodhd.) and so forth. 

Tlie question now is this ; In the former sentence which lays down 
the qualifications of loudness etc. with reference to the lik. etc. as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fire.s with 
the three vyrihrtis,—shonh] wo, on the strengtlr of the fact of its being 
directly mentioned as independent of ariything else, take the word 
‘ Rk.’ in the sense of verse as explained in SiUra IM 35 ? Or should we 
take it as denoting the whole of the %veda consisting of the entire set of 
mantras and Brahmanas' ? 

On this question, then, we have the following Pflrvapak?a. 

In accordance with the arguments advanced under the PiXrmpakga 
of Siitra l-iv'-20; it mast be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the pi’operties pertain to the 
communities of the Uk. etc, {i.e., to the verse etc. and not to the Bgveda 
eto. 
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% 

% m Vedova, it should perfain to the Yeda. Pji^zaclari^aDat, because 

of the fact of the vvorde occurring iu a context pervaded by the idea of tlie Veda. 

2. “ It should pei’tain to the whole Veda, because of 
the fact of the words oconrriiig in a context pervaded bv 
the idea of the Veda.”-^2. 

OOMMEiS’TAftY. 

As a matter of fact we find tlie sentencea under cinsideration in a 

context that begina with tlie speaking of ( 1)0 entire Veda 80 that there is 

no reason Avliy tfie word should ho taken in its restricted sense ; and 
it is only natural the words Rk. etc. slionld be taken as indicating the 
entire Veda, 

\ \ \ 

3. Becanse of indicative words.—3. " 

COMM ENTARY. 

There/ are many other texts also which show that the words 
‘(iVi’etc. stand for the entiie Ved 0 .s. For instance, in the sentence 
‘lighhih prdtardki dem iyate, ynjurredem ti^thafi viadhyc'liwli, 
sAmavMendstamaye mdlriyntc VcdairaednyantribhireH Sihyoh; —we find 
the tliree last feet, all speak of the Veda.s, and hence we arc 
led to take the word 'Ek' (in Eghhih) as indicating the Tigceda ; 
specially as the last feet speaks of ‘ Ved,nm' in the plural (which conid 
not be if only two Vedas, the Sania and the Fryu.?, were meant), which 
distinctly shows that the word ‘ Rk ' indicates the whole of the Rgceda- 
Mantras a.s well as Brdhmavas. 


. I « I 

Dharmopndes'achcLa, on account of injunction of qualification, 
■"ifif Nahi, not. 5P%5 Dravyeija, Avith the substance, wvi: SjAiribandliali, connection. 

4. “On of account injunction of qualification it could have 
no connection with the substance.”—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the injunctions were taken as laying doAvn the qualifications of 
the Rk verse^ etc., then, inasmuch as the sontence ' Riehyadhydd/mn 
Sdnia geyati’ lAoints to the fact of the Soma never being separate from 
tho the qnalillcation of the former Avonld bo included in that of 
the latter ; and as such the bli ther injunction 'Uchehaih Sdma would be 
Avholly redundant. 










• WNisrfi. 


in PADA, I ADlilK/. 


it 18 not possible for one 
• way, wlille he is reciting the Rk itself loudly. 

if, however, we take tlie qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, 
botli injunctions become quite justified, innsinuch as what is enjoined 
by the Sdnh%veda Is wholly diiferent from that which is enjoined by the 
Rgceda, 

For some reason, not given, the Vartika puts this Sutra at the 
end of the Adliikarana after Sutra 8. 

^ I V I 

Traylvidy^khy^t, the title ‘Tryi Vidya.’ Cha, also. Tadvidi, 
to one who knows them. 

5. “ The title Trayividya is applied to one who knows 
the three Vedas.”—5. 

OOMMENTAUY 

Tlie Rh, Sdma and Yaju^ are known as ‘ Trayi ’ ; and tlio word 
‘Tniyioidya,' is capable of being explained only as ‘ Trayi Vidya naya.’ 
Tills word is found to be applied, in usage, to one wbo lias read the 
three Vedas, and not to one wbo lias only read tbe l}h verse, the S^ma- 
song and the Fuju?; because the name is never applied to the 'Sdma- 
redls, even (hough in knowing the Sama Veda lie knows the three—rfa : 
[^k verses, Sdmas, H8 well as certain Vajus. Consequently it follows that 
in the word ‘Trayividya’ the word ‘trayi' is used in the sense of the Three 
Vedas ; and hence it must be admitted that the words ‘ ' ‘Sdmn,’ and 

‘Frtiuj’ which are spoken of in lexicons as co-extensive with the word 
‘trayi', denote the Vedas themselves, and thus too wo find that the words 
‘ lik ’ etc., are applied to the Vedas. 

sqffkOT I i I 

Vyatirkanie, in case of transference, Yafliflbiuti, in accor¬ 
dance with the direct signification, Iti diet, if tliis be urgtied. 

6. ‘‘ In a case where there is transference, the in¬ 

junction will have to be taken in its direct signification.” 

—G. 

COMMENTAUY. 

This is a reference to a previous objection (the sense whereof la 
this); In a case where a lik verse will he found ni the Ynjurveda, it 
will have to he sung sfoirly, as occurving hi the FtyM/Tcda, according to 
the Siddhdnta, this how'ever is not the case; while according to us, 
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to sing the Sdna based upon a 
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being a Jik verse^ in '^vliiclisoever Veda it rriight appear it will have 
been quite reaHonably enng loudly, in keeping Avitli ibe direct sig'nifica- 
tion of the Injunction. 

I vs I 

^ Na, not, Sarvasinin, to the whole, Nivesfit, on account 

of belonging* 

7. “Reply: No; because the qualification belongs 
to the whole.”—7. 

OOMMEA’TARY. 

Tilo mero fact of being found in tlie text of a Veda does not make 
a sentence liable to be called by the name of that Veda. The fact is 
that, that which is enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance 
with that Veda ; consequently a mantra, would be called by the name 
of that Veda in which it may be enjoined. If it should he found to have 
been enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajus and I^k), then inasmuch as 
the law laid down in Siitra lII-iii-10 would not apply to the case, we coidd 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and slowness) as optional 
alteVnatives for that Mantra. 

Vedasamyogfit, on account of being connected wifcli Veda. Na, not. 

Prakarax^ena, by the context, Yadhyeta, could be set aside. 

8. “ Because of being cormected (syntactically) with 

‘veda' the indication (by the words ‘ Rk ’ ete., of the Rigveda 
etc.,) could not be set aside by the context.”—8. 

COMMENTARY, 

Tliat is to say, Syntactical eonneotion being more authoritative 
than context, there would be nothing objectionable in the indications 
of the context being rejected in favour of Syntactical connection. 

Some people read ‘vadheta’ instead of ‘vAdliyeta.’ 

AdJdkarana II.~hi the Adhana the singing is to he done 

gently. 

5 <ir 5 ?tp!ifa»^ Guaanmkhyavyatikrame, when there is conflict between the 
properties of the primary and its subsidiary. Taclarthatvftt, because it is 

for its purpose. Mukbyena, by the primary. Vedasanyogah, the Vedic 

character- 
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9. “ Whenever there is a conflict between the properties 
of the primary and its accessory, the Veclic characteristic 
of its accessory is to be determined by the primary because 
the accessory is always subservient to its primary.”— 9. 

COMMENTARY. 


We now proceed to consider a case where the primary kid down in 
one Veda (the Adhana in the Yajurveda) has an accessory laid down in 
another veda {i. e.-—the singing of the Samas, Vdravantiya, etc., laid down 
in the Samareda.) In such cases the que.stion arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its primary happens to be laid down {i. e., quietly on account of the 
Adhdna being kid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to be done in a way 
in keeping with the Veda in which it is itself laid down (r. e., loudly on 
account of Sama-singing being laid down in the Sdmaveda.) 

On this we have the following PArva'pakm “ Inasmuch as the 
qualifications based upon names pertain to each unit, the way in which 
a certain thing is to be clone is that in keeping with the character of the 
veda in which it happens to be mentioned. 

The Siddhfinta embodied in the Sutra is as follows :— 

The two qualifications being wholly incompatible with each other 
and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is always that 
pertaining to the Accessory by itself that is to be set aside; as it is 
only thus that the primary would be performed as it should be, without 
its being deprived of its own accompaniments ; and certainly the pro- 
' per fulfilment of the Primary is a business of the Accessory also; as 
this latter also operates solely for the sake of the former. Consequent¬ 
ly, if in consideration, of its own qualification, it were to deprive 
the Primary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disrup¬ 
tion of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to 
operate. Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primary 
with all its accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory 
of its own natural accompaniment—yet, as the fact of tho accessory 
being equipped with all its accompaniments is not so very necessary 
(as that of the Primary) there would be nothing incongruous in the said 
deprival- 

Consequently, inasmuch as Adhfina belongs to the Yajurveda, the 
Sdmas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 
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The V^rtika is not satisfied with the above repreBentatioii of the j 
Adhikarana. It ofTers three additional expositions as follows :— < 

Adhikarav<t> (B) 

Questions to he dealt with: —In a case where a thing having its origin 
in one VeAa, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, 
should that thing be equipped with the properties peculiar to the former 
vecla, or with those of the latter ? 

Pilrvapah^a :—InaBmiich as the origination of a thing always 
precedes its application, the properties employed should be those of the 
veda in which it has its origin.** 

Siddhdnta : —The propei-ties sliould he those of that Veda which 
lays down its application—(1) because the origination of a thing is only 
for the sake of the uses to which it may bo applied ; (2) because it is 
only when the thing in question—iJie SAma singing is applied to uso 
that it stands in need of some tone to be applied to it ; and hence the 

enjoined (in the Injunction c^c.’) are those that are 

perceived at the time of usage, and not at the time of tlie origination ; 
as there is no injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 

Adhikamniia (G) 

Question In a case wliere the origination and the Application of 
a certain thing are non-concornitant, i.e , the origination is in one Veda and 
the application in another,—with the propeities of which Fcda should 
the Santa be equipped. 

Pilrmpak^ :—It must be equipped with the properties of the 
originative Veda ; or with those of one or the otlier, optionally.” 

Siddhthiia :—Jt should be equipped with those of the Applicatory 
Veda ; as application is the more important factor. 

Adhikarana (D) 

Question In a case where the Primary is in one Veda, and the 
Accessory in another, after the name of whicli Veda should the Accessory 
be called ? 

The Sicldhanta conclusion would be that it should be called after 
the vecla in which the Primary happens to be mentioned. 

In this case (D) however it would be necessary to reject the conclu¬ 
sion arrived at in the &lt7vi TThvii-f)! and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the original sacrifice, as in its modifications,—the one that 
I is mentioned in connection with the Primary. If tlien, on tlie strength 
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proper to 


siforraer slioiild be accepted who is mentioned 
with the Accesfiory—then the tone to be employed would 
tliat belongs to the Accessory ; and it would not be 
the tone of the Primary* 


J 


For this reason, it is best to take the Aclhikara7;^a as based upon tlie 
consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of the originative and 
the applicatory injunction. As it is only thus that the citing of the 
example of Adhdna appears juvStifiable. Specially as if the Adhikafa7;ia 
be explained as pertaining to tlie incompatibility of the Primary and the 
secondai'y, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the subsidiary 
—then, it would be iiecessary to explain how this would be a mere repeti¬ 
tion of what is said under Siitva XII ii-^5. 


Adhikiirana ] II * —The J yotisfoma belongs to the 
Yajurveda * 

n o I 

Bhuyastivena, in accordance with that in which most of its details 
are laid down, Ubhayasruti, that which, is spoken of in two Vedas. 

10. The Action inentioned in two Vedas is to be 
taken as belonging to that in which most of its constituent 
delails are fonndT—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain 
Primary Action is to he called, when it is found to be mentione^d in 
more than one Veda. (As for instance, we find the Jyoti^twna mentioned 
iu the Yajurveda, as well as in tlie Sdmaveda^ and the question is whether 
we should call it a ‘ Yajurvedic’ or a ^SdmavediP sacrifice.) 

The Purvapaki^a is put forth in the following manner Must as in 
the various texts of tlie same Veda, so in dilTerent Vedas also, we have 
the action laid down orkjmaiively ; and hence the matter of the property 
attesting to it would be a matter of mere option; or it may be that, 
inasmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as well as 
the accessories of the action, sometimes one and sometimes the other Veda 
might be taken as originative of it. 

The Siddhdnta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda 
in which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. 
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The question liowever remains wliicli of llie hvo Vedas is to be 
taken as laying down the particular action Jyotiidoma^ lor instance 
originatively. The reply to this is that, that Veda which is found to 
mention the largest niiinber of the necessary details of the sacrifice 
should for that very reason be accepted to be the original enjoiner of 
that action and in the case of the Jyotistoina it is found that it is the 
‘ Yajurveda in which the largest number of its details are found 
mentioned. 

TTie Vartika is not satisfied with the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karaiia. Here is what it says 

But this explanation of the word ^ hhilyastva ’ (in the siitra) is not 
quite correct. Because when a certain thing lias been recognized from 
its nature, to be indicative of something else, a little or more of it does 
not make any difference in its cognition. For instance, when smoke is 
recognized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it 
must indicate the fire. In tlie same manner, in the case in question, it is 
the presence of the details of procedure that lias been recognized as 
indicative of the origin of the injunction of tlie sacrifice; and even in a 
case where very little of these details is mentioned, even this little would 
be inexplicable unless it imlicated the per form ability of the sacrifice ; and 
hence even this little of it would certainly dulicate its performability (and 
as such the i)resence of its originative injunction). Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure ; but wliat people call the mhsidiavy, that itself is 
what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
where we find only a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
inust take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoin¬ 
ed in another Veda.” But the same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned (t>., these may be taken as laid 
dowm with reference to the sacrilico enjoined in anotlier Veda). 

Consequently wo must expound the Siddhdnta as iollow^ : In the 
case of the JyotUoma, we find the iorni of the sacrifice consisting of the 
Substance, tlie Deity and the Action ; and it is in the Yajurveda that all 
these three are laid down ; while what the other Veda .the SAmaveda) 
does is to merely mention the Action by name wfith a view" to laying 
down certain Hymns, etc. in connection with it; and hence inasmuch 
this latter stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, 
it cannot be taken as independently by itself, laying down the Action in 
question. This we have explained under the Bdhhdntarddliikarana 
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—8 seq.) And even thongli the complete form of the Sacrifice 
is given in tl)e Yajiivvecla, yet it is quiU.‘ possible to establish the relation¬ 
ship of this sacrifice to the Hymns, etc. mentioned in the other Veda ; 
as even though these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, 
yet they are taken as connected witli the sacrifice, on the strength of tJie 
directions laid down in connection witli them. 

Thus then, the meaning of thesiltra comes to be this : That action 
which is mentioned in two Vedas, sliould have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger number—fc. (lie whole—of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements. The sAtra speaks 
of only ‘‘ too Vedas, because the Rh and the Schna Vedas have the same 
character of Loudness, and as there being no dilference consequent upon 
this, a mention of these would be useless. (Hence all the difference that 
is possible is as between the Vajurveda and the Sdmaveda, and the 
Yajurveda and the '^gveda). 

Adhikarana IV.—The context is a means of pointing 
out the use of mantras. 

1^1 

Asarnyuktani, that wliicli is not co-related Prakaran^t, hy the 

context, firi Itikartavy^atartliitvat, because it stands in need of the 

details of procedure. 

11. ‘‘ (Mantra) tliat which is not already co-related be¬ 

comes co-related by the context, because it stands in need 
of tiie details of procedure.’'—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

Of the six means of ascertaining the relation of mantrai the Bhd^ya 
has already cited instances of Direct declaration, indicative power and 
eyntactical connection. It now proceeds to show how the use of a Mantra 
can be ascertained by me<ansof context. 

The Pfirvapaksa view is that nothing can bo ascertained by means 
of tlie context as to the use of Mantras. 

The siddlifinta embodied in the sutrn is as follows : — 

To the above, we make the following reply: So Jong as tlie continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has ]iot been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular re.sult, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to be an accessory of that Primary, — and 
this only by means of Context (prakara7^a). 
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For iiistaiiee, the ]r)jivnclioi] ‘ Darsaji'tirrMwdfAhliydm svavgaMmo 
y(^jeta ’Imviijg given the idea tluit ‘ one j^hoiild obtain Heaven by means 
of the DarHa-PimjLamdm sacrifices/ there arises a queBtion as two * 

this is to be done ; and while this ^ lion: ’ is being exi)Oiinded in the Veda, 
we find mentioned certain Actions ithe Prayd^as) apparently useless 
(having no use stated in the context), in such sentences as‘ Samidho yajatiy 
^ Tamhiapatam yajati,' etc., etc. Now then, we are led to believe that 
aojne help must arrive for the Darki or Purimnasa, (in the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and cilso that these latter Zh’ay4/^6‘must have 
some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Darki- 
Purmrndsa, there is no aid, ~-mentioned either in the same word, in the 
same sentence, in the same context or in any other context,'—which we 
could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (SenBe-i)erception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition. Simi¬ 
larly too with the (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 

And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Darsa-Pilniamdsa could not be performed, and the mention of the Praydjas 
in the Veda would be wholly useless). And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
resources at our ooininand. As a matter of fact, however, ^ve have, at our 
command, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea of those 
much-needed factors. Nor is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, it is this fact that will be the ground for admitting the mutual 
help (accorded between the Davsa-Puniamdsa and the Praydjas). The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
remote erne is admitted, is established by the mutual requirements (of 
the Primary Sacrifice and the Frayajas). —the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the Varsa-PUmamdsa stand in need of is supplied by the 
Praydjas, and, the use or purpose to be served, which the Prayjas are in 
want of, lies in the help tliat they accord to the Darsa-Fiiivaindsa. And 
as a matter of fact, neither of tliese lias got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though Ave could assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darsa^Purtjamdsa. 
For the same reason, the Praydjas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Visvojit, etc.). Nor 
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again conlcl tlieyte taken as bringing abcnit, independently Ly themselves, 
the Result that is declared as following from the Darka-PAnamdsa ■, 
because this one-sided supplying of requirement (by the Darsa-PurKtamdsa 
to the Praydjai), could be admitted, only if there were no relationship 
between them based upon mutual requirement; and not while such a 
relationship is possible. Consequently, it must be admitted that these 
two supply each other’s needs, just in the same way as the person whose 
cart-horse has died is helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and vice 
verm. 


Adhiharana V.--The use of mantras aseertained by the 
order of sequence. 

Kramft^clia, order of sequence also* DasaBdinanyAt, oii tlie 

ground of the samenesB of portion. 

12. The order of sequence also (serves to point 
out the application of) on the ground of the sameness of 
position,—12. 

The PArvapak^a^ vvitli regard to tliiB sxUva and the next —dealing 
witli tlie agency of Ovdev of sequence and Name —is mucli in tlie same 
strain as that with regard to that olJJontext^ in the foregoing siUra, 

siodhanta. 

The Order of sequence, consisting of tlie coninionallty of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual perfonnance ; and it 
is a tnoans of pointing out the application of Accessories. 

Even when the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that tlie ?nan^m appears in the same place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the primary sacrifice does in the Brdhmana- 
Section,—then, when wo proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position,—in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That is to say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to bo employed in connection with the Primary, that 
is the first to bo enjoined (in die Bi’d/imaya-secqion), we begin from the 
very bogiiining of the manii’a section ; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, v,e 
accept that as the mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, to which the rnantra occurring in the 
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beginningof the mantra-socXion would he an auxiliary, vve begin from the 
very first Action enjoried in the Brdlimava-sect\oi) ; and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one in connec¬ 
tion with wiiich the mantra should be employed And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second and so forth. 


In the case of such mantras as the Agneyanu mantray their applica¬ 
tion Is found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as^ Agneya^ 
ana the like. Consequently, the Bhdsya has cited, in the present connec¬ 
tion, the mantra ‘ DabdhirmhndsU etc.y whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
in the same order of sequence as the Updmsuydja. 


Adhikarana VI. — The use of mantras 'pointed out hyname. 

Akliydchaivain, the name also. T^darthatwitt because it is 

for that purpose. 

13. The Name also does so: because it is for that 
purpose.—13. 

The Name, that is applied to in its literal sense, is a sure 

pointer of their relationship : and that relationship is shown to be one that 
ttie Auxdiary hears to be Primary. 

As the names ‘ Adhvai^yava ' and the like are used in the Veda alone, 
we do not show here the objections lliat were brought forward, on a pre¬ 
vious occasion, in regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance. 

x\8 a matter of fact we find that the Adhvnryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for liimself—something to he done by him ; and if no 
particular function present itself, then he would take up anything. Simi¬ 
larly the action, called ‘ Kdhvciryava/ stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words Adhvaryata ’ and Adhvaryu ’ is that 
the action that is done by the Adi^varyu is called ‘ Adhvaryatciy and that 
he who is the performer of the Adhvaryava action is one who is called 
' Adlicaryit^; the signification of the basic noun 'Adhvaryu' (in the 
worc]j ‘ Adhvaryava ') indicating that of tho derivative (Adhvaryova) , 
or vioe versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words C Adhvaryu ' and ‘ Adhvaryava ') are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation witli their respective significations, 
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—yet inasmuch as it is only the eternal functioning of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we Iiave given the above explana¬ 
tion with regard to all such'natnes as are applied to things in their literal 
souse ; and we have already shown before (under the AvS^tyallfikarana) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ fftfy'ya ’ has had no beginning in time. 
•As for the causal relationship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal. 


Adhikarana V/I.—Among direct declaration and the other 

means of ascertaining the rise of mantras that which 
percedes is more anthoritatii'ethnn that which follows. 

OTTO TO* 

^.^rati.khy&iiani etc., of direct declaration etc. 

Samavaye, on coalition. ?4radanrvalym, that which follows is weaker. 

Avthaviprakarsat, because it is more remote from the purpose in 

view. 

14. When there is a coalition of Direct Declara¬ 
tion, Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, 
Position, and Name that which follows is always 'weaker 
than the one preceding it ; because it is more remote from 
the purpose in view.-'-14. 

We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct xVssertion and tlie rest, in the matter of the 
employment of 7nan,trd3^ etc. x\nd as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
line and the same subject; and that is why the siUra speaks of their 
' samaohya,^ ‘ coalition/ by wliich is meant the fact of their bearing upon 
a single subject. 

There aie many cases in which one Avay of using the mantra is 
p>mted out by direct declaration Avhile an entirely different one is 
indicated by one or the other of the other fives. And the question 
arises as to how the mantra should bo used under the circumstances. 
That is to say, which of the six should be regarded as more authoritative 
than the other. 

The Pilrvapaksa view is that all the six must be accepted as 
equally authoritative. 
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The Slddhanta embodied in the sutra is that among the six that 
which follows is weaker in its authority than that which precedes it 
and the reason for this lies in the pirinciple that the ultimate authority 
in all matters relating to Dharma lies with the direct declarations of 

the Veda; and the other five derive their authority more or less directly 

from that direct declaration. For instance, indicative power cannot 
point out the use of a mantra until there is a prior assumption of a 
direct Vedic declaration authorising that use, so that there is a certain 
degree of remoteness from its purpose in the case of the indicative 
power which is not presenff in the case of direct assertion. 

The following are a few examples of the conflict the fact of all the 
primary sacrifices of the Jyoli^toma etc. belonging to the Adhvaryu 
alone ; these sacrifices being syntactically connected with the ‘ Desire for 
Heacen,' they come to belong to all persons desiring any result. 

Objection : “ This that you have explained would be an instance of 
the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec¬ 
tion).” 

Reply : The indication in question is not due to any particular 
word (of the viantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent: 
it is got at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications 
duo to the proximity of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connec¬ 
tion) ; and hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical 
Connection. 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Praydjas, that are mentioned in the Brdhmava named the 
‘ Pauroddsiha, ’ which (though, by the name, belonging to the Puroddsa 
sacrifice) are applied to the Sdnndyya Vpdmku-sacrifice, as shown by the 
Context. 

Wo have explained the examples of conflict involved in the appli¬ 
cation of a single Accessory to several Primaries. And it now becomes 
necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the application 
of several Accessories to a single Primary. 

;1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse : the sentence 
' aindryd gdrhapatyamupati^thate' being found (by reason of the Atmane- 
pada-euding in ‘ Upati^thdte ’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality rvhereof belongs to a mantra (Vide Pdriirii SiUra 
25),—and the Indicative Power (of the word ‘ garhapatyarn’) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, the 
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ii'ect Declaration (by the Instrumental in 'aiudryd^) lays down the 
application of the Ainclri Verso; and when the j^lace has been once 
filled by that verse, there is no room for any other verse. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Ydjndyapiiya Pracjdtha^ 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word‘( 7 im/ 
while what is actually used is the word ‘ iVa, ' as shown by the Direct 
AsHertioii C airankrtvd iidgdydt^). In tlie sarrie manner, for the Vi.ive- 
Ddvas, the substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Ainik^a, 
while Syntactical Connection shows it to be the Vdjina ; and this latter, 
being possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the Vdjina is not admitted as a substance for the Visve divas. 

(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 

Context, we have the case of the Darsa-PAvriamdsa performed with a 
desire to obtain —in regard to wliich the Context pointing to the 

use of fifteen S^inidhlliii-recitatioris, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ‘ Prat^thdMrnasyaihaoimHatiranhdydt ’) shows tlie number 
of the recitations to bo twenty-one ; and hence there is a rejection of the 
number * fifteen’ wliich pertains to that performance of the Darsa- 
Pflniamisa, which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, wo have 
the case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, 
Order points to the chamasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water); 
while Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ godoMna pamkdinasya') declares 
that vessel to be the milking vessel; and here the indications of the 
former are set aside. 

;5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vdjapiya, wliich, from its Name 
appears as to bo performed by the AfZ/irari/w, while the Direct Assenion 
VVajapeyena svdrdjyalcdwafi etc, ’) points to it as to be performed by one 
who desires the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is a rejection of 
the Adhvarya as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in ' yajamdnasy a ydjyd' In connection with the Pitrydjas, 
the name ' liautra ’ points to the fact of the ydjyd belonging to the liotr 
priest; while the fact of its being performed by the Yajamdna is shown 
by the Direct Declaration of the genitive {in* yajamdnas^ja ’) which denotes 
the relationship of the agent. 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we Inwe the mantra ‘ Syonante etc,, ’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mantra-—from the very beginning—is shown to 
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n'taln to the action of seating or depositing ulie Puroddsa} ; while 
Indicative Power pointB only to the part ‘ tasinin stda ' as the mantra 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, while Syntactical 
Connection connects the ^orixon ' tasmin sida ' Avith the action of 
Abhigkdraiia (Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), Avhile Indicative 

Power points to * Syonante . kalpaydmi ’ only as belonging to that action ; 

and the former is accordingly set aside. 

As an instance of conflict between Indicative Power by (1) Context, 
(2) Order, and (3) Name, vve have, (1) the case of the ?\irodpa, etc., for 
which the mantra ‘ Devasyd tea, etc. ’ is pointed out by Indicative Power, 
which sets aside the applicability of any other mantra Indicated by the 
Context; (2) tlie AindrAgna is performed with a view to a certain desir¬ 
able result, wherein the couple of YAjyAnuvdkyfh proceeding from the 
Hdmidheni, indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Powei’; and 
(3j in the Somdraudriyay wlierein the application of the Mann-Verses 
pointed out by Name as the Ydjydnuvdkyds is set aside by those Ydjydnu- 
nlhifds that contain words indicative of Soma and liiidra 

A.S an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence ' Pi\,rr>edyiivamitvdsydydm redihJkavqti' 
Tlie Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of making 
the Vcdi (:d,t,ar) which is laid down as folloAving after tlie adhivcisana of 
the sacrificial material ; while the Syntactical Connection with ' anidvdsyd' 
allows that it should be done On the ‘ previous day.’ This is not a case 
of Direct Assertion ; as the Locative Knding (in ‘ a7??<1iv?.,9?/at/chn’) does 
not denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory; tlioiigli it 
denotes/ocatfo??, yet the character of location could not possibly belong 
10 the action; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to 
have been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another 
(which constitutes Syntactical Connection), and whicli operates more 
quickly than the Context. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Older we hare 
au example in those Pratipatkalpns of the Jyoti§toma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself; we have the Direct Assertion specifying only one foot 
of each Mantra, as the one to be employed ; and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to l e used are shown, by Order or I’osition, 
to be those of the versos appearing in tlie same order in connection Avith 
thcfse whose performance is absolutely binding; for instance, in 

connection with the Declaration ‘ , paradm dharinjeti rajanydya 

pratipadan kurydt^ ' the second and third feet to be employed are shown. 
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be ' pavamdiidyeiHldve abhidevam iyak^atc' but we liave 
Syntactical Connection indicating,-maruttu-fte chamatsarah visvd dndMvd 
lyjasd'—an the feet to be added (and it is tliis latter that is accepted as 
the correct form). 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and name we have the 
following example; In the chapter called lluntTci we have a mention 
of the addrmmr/ of the Directions, in the sentence—Tas/miu 'nioiVra- 
varui.uih pre^ynti eJiutiuchiiha ,'; and when we look out for the 'person 
who is to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the/ifotr 
priest as the person; while the Syntactical Connection of the sentence 
quoted points to MaUrdvamm. Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been pointed out by some one means, there is no need 
of the mention of any other; consequently Maitrararurja having been 
pointed out by the more-qiiickly-operating Syntactical Connection, the 
indication of the Name is set aside, long before it has had time to reach 
the assumption of a corroboralivo (context. 

As an example of conllict between Context and Order, we have 
the use of the wonl ‘i/i>r and ' hvl’ in regard to the Hymn. In the 
Agui^^nin Sdnifi, the word to be used is indicated by (lidei to be gem , 
while Context points it out to be ‘ ird ’ : and certainly this latter is 
stronger in its authority. <dn the former occasion wo had cited the 
case of the words with regard to the Sdma (while the present is with 
reference to the Stotra), consequently the two cannot lie said to be 
mixed up. 

As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
case of the sentence ‘ tasmdn maitrdcaruhali prepjati chdnuehdheti ' as with 
reference to the Jyo(i4oma. The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
upon the Ilotr priest, as indicated by the Name (‘ Huntra, ’ of the section 
in which the sentence occurs); while the Context distinctly points to 
MditrdoariHi'e as one who does it. This same example had been cited 
above ; but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the 
Directions itself. 

Lastlv, as an example of conflict between Order and Name, we 
have the case of the couple of Aindrdgna mantras occurring in the chapter 
of Kdmyayijyds ', the Name of these niantrds points to the fact of their 
being used as alternative.s in both the offerings (to Indra and Agni);) 
while the stronger anthority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselve.s, it lends its support to both alternatives ; 
consequently, the case i.s one of conflict between Name and Order. . 
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Adhikarana VIII.—The twelve Upaaads pertain to the 

Ahtna sacri fice. 


Ahlnab, the word Alilnah. Va, really, Pmkara^i4t, on account 

of the context. Gamjah, indicative of the presence of a qualilication. 

15. On account of the context the word Ahina should 
be taken as indicative of the presence of qualification.”—15. 

commentary. 


In the context of Jyoti^toma we find tlie sentence—* There are to 
be three itpanads for the S'ilina wand twelve for the Ahina*'' And in this 
the words ' sdhna,' meaning ' that which is linislied in a day/ refers to the 
Jyotitpma^ with regard to wliicli we have the declaration—‘They finish 
it within a day’; consoquently it follows tliat the Jxjoti^Unna has three 
upasadH. Tlien as regards the clause ‘ twelv^e for the Ahina,' there arises 
the question as to whether ' twelve upasads’ also belong to the Jypth- 
toma, or only to the Ahina sacrifices, the Doddaka (Twelve-Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 

If the name ^ Ahina could, in some way or other, be found to be 
applicable to tlie Jyotif^toma^ then in view of tlie compatibility of the 
Context, the ‘ twelve upasads' would certainly be taken as finding a place 
In that sacrifice. If on the other hand, the name ‘ ahina' belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, iiuismuch as the 
‘ twelve upasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(‘ twelve upasads for the Ahina ), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only tliat which is not related to Direct Declara¬ 
tion (Vide Siltra Ilf—iii—IT^ [and consequently the ‘ twelve upasads’ 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for man}'- days, and not to the 
one-day Jyoti^toma]; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
the conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. 

And on tlie above question, we have the following : — 

For these reasons we conclude that the mime ‘ Ahina' signifies ‘that 
ssihlch does not abandon (na jahdti) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
‘ of the performance* and * that which is not abandoned {na fiiyate) by any 
sacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head’;— 
and inasmuch as it is the Jyoti<itoma alone that is possessed of these 
qualifications .and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context to be¬ 
long to the xjoti^toma, it must be this to which the twelve upasads 
belong. 
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word ‘ gauvab’ in the siUm must be taken as signifying ‘ that ’ 
pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the 
indirect, secondary signification.” 

\ \K\ 

Asarpyog&t, on account of being not connected. 3 Tu, but. JRW 
Mukhyasya, direct moaning, neim Tasinfit, from that, Apakri^yeta, 

should be disjoined. 

16. “ On account of the absence of any connection of that 
which directly denoted (by the word Ahiua) “ the twelve 
tipasads” should be disjoined from that (context of the 
rlyotistoma) ’ ’— 16. 

COMMENTARV. 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sutra is that as a matter of fact 
there is no connection between the Jyoti^t®uia (which is finished in 
one day) and the Ahlna which directly denoted a sacrifice extending over 
many daj^s. So that the twelve upasads laid down for the Ahina can 
have no connection with the context of the Jyotistoma. 

Thougl) the real sense remains the same the interpretation of the 
sfttra by the Vartika is somewhat different from the above. It is 
a.s follows ~ . 

By the word ' muhhya' I’rincipal ’) in the aUtra is meant the Jyoti^- 
toma because it is the first to be performed and as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever, with the word ‘ A/ifna.’ And inasmuch 
as the Jyolktoma has no connection with this name, the number C Twelve') 
that is foundmentioned in connection with that name could not bo taken 
as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context; consequently 
it mu.st be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially as we find that 
the number ‘ Twelve’ is connected with the Akhia, by means of the 
Direct Declaration of the genitive {in ' ahtnasya'); and as for the word 
‘ Ahtna what it literally signified is a number of days, while the Jyoti^- 
toma is a distinct Sdhna—, being finished in a single day. 

Nor can the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
Jyothtoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 
such literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be conveyed 
bv the word as a whole. Then again, as a matter of fact, we do not find 
m word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; because a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word or 
ibe basic word that should have had the udatta (Acute) accent in its 












wnisr/i 



tClEMA-MlMAM^A-SOTBAS. Ill ADHYAVA. 


Sl 


gimiing ; while, in reality, we find that it has the acute accent at the 
middle. For this reason it must be admitted that the word is inacte up of 
the word ' ohan ’ (-J)oy) with that affix ‘ /./m.’ In that case, in accordance 
with the VartiJici^—oyamtadi^ti vyadekiradvachavam smroMdhyartham'— 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ ina ; and thereby the letter ‘ i 
foiTiiing the hoginiiing of the affix, it is only right that the acute-accent 
should be on lliat lettei*. 

For these reasons the word ‘ oltina must be taken as tlie name of 
those sacri fices that extend over a number of days. 

The VArtika is not satisfied will) the alcove exposition of the Adhi- 


karana on the following grounds :— 

FintMj, because it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice 
(the Ahinci) to be laid in (he Context of another (the Jyoii^ioma ); secondly, 
in case such details were laid down, the continuity of (lie Context vvonld, 
be broken by that interpolation of foreign matter; and then it would 
involve a deal of Ironhle to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 
and thirdiy, wo find tliat the ‘ twelve iipasads for the Tioeloe Day sacrifice 
have already been enjoined in the Context of this latter sacrifice,—and 
as all the saciificcB extending over a number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ‘twelve upasads' with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must bo taken wholly 
as containing tlie injunction of the ‘ three t/pa6*ac/8 alone; specially as 

there are uo objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 

‘ Twelve,^ that ha.s been enjoined already in another sentence ; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must bo taken as meant to be in 

pniibo of tlie propriely of the number of upasads at the Jyoti^toma ,— 

just as in the case of the nivUa C the sense of the sentence being that the 
dyoti^toina has only three upasads, and as for twelve upcisads these belong 
to such petty sacrifices at the Aldua and the rest, and not to the excellent 
Jyotif^toina sacrifice.*) 

The Vartika puts the Adhikurauain the following form :— 

IF the rduvvacter of ^ Alvina^ had belonged to the then, 

the sentence in question would have been an Injunction ; but inasmuch as 
that cliamcter belongs to the sacrilices oxtoiiding over a number of days, 
for which, again, the ‘twelve upasads hart* been already laid down else¬ 
where,—the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant to eulogise 
(the JyotlstovMi as shown above). 

Thus, then, the qucBtion of the Adhikamaa comes to be this: Is 
the Jyoti^toma. the AhUia, for which the sentence, occurring in its 


1 
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5ntext, lays down an accessory detail ? Or the ‘ word/IW7ia’applies 
to the sacrifices oxtendin,^' over a number of days,—and inasmuch as the 
‘ twelve apasads' for it have been laid down (?l 3 owhero, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some other purpose (that of 
eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection :—“ It such bo the case, then the Adhikaraijia would not be 


a discussion of the conflict and non-conflict of Context (with Dix’ect 
Declaration); because it would come to this that, though connected 
with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve icpasads' would be mentioned 
with a view to eulogise the JijotUtoma." 

Ueply: —That does not quite affect the caso. Because as a matter of 
fact, the Puro(ip.ik.ja (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number ‘ twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject; of the Context, the JyotiMoma); while the SiddMnta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘twelve’ belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
becomes contradicted. And that this is still of use, in another way in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 


If, howevei', in accordance with the law arrived at in the next 
Adhiltarma, we could admit of tlie Removal (or takiny apart, of the 
‘ twelve upasnds'), and if while wo had the I njunction in one Recensional 
text, we could justify, on the ground of its having no other use, the 
injunctive character of that contained in another Text—then, in that case, 
we could take the Adhikarat.ia as presented in the Bhdfya. 

In any case, it becomes fully established that the sentence ‘dvdda- 
Vi/rina.nya’is to be taken apart from the Context, as it evidently pertains 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. 


Adhikarana IX. — 'I'he Pratipata are to betaken apart from 
the context along unth the Ktdaya, etc. 

Dwitvavaliutvayuktain, that which is associated with singleness 
and duality. VA, really, Chodan4t, on account of being directly enjoin¬ 

ed. Tasya, of that. 

17. Tliat which is associated with singleness and 
duality (should he taken apart f rom the context because it is 

directly enjoined (elsewhere).—17. 

10 
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OOMMENTAHY. 

lu connection with tlie Jyoti^tcma we lind the sentence ‘ yuvdm hi- 
sthaft sva1}pati -iti dvayoryajamanayolipratipadam kurydt, eteasrgraminda- 
val} iti hahubhyo yajamitnehliyal}.’ And in reference to this there arises a 
doubt as to whether the two Pratipats herein laid down find place in the 
Jyotitftoma, or they are to he taken apart from it and used in connection 
respectively widi the Kulaya performed by two yajamlnas, and with the 
Dvirdtra performed by more tlian two yajumanas ? 

The sdtra begins the discussion witli the putting forward of the 
Siddhdnta, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikara%ia, 

SIDDHANTA. 




'I'he passage in question does not lay down tlie Duality and Plural¬ 
ity of the yajarndm ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining of 
tlie Pratipats ; and refers to the Duality, etc., only as conditions for the 
use of the one or the other Pratipat ; specially as the Injunction of many 
things woidd involve a syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamana cannot 
pertain to the Jyoti^toma ; while they are found to exist in the KuUya 
and other sacrifices,—those extending over one as well as those extending 
over many days,—wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences 
m—” Udjd cha purohitaseha ydjaydtdm", “ etenaica dvau ydjayet," " etd- 
naim tyn yajayet," “ dko dvau bahavo vd hwairyajcran.” For these 
reasons the . Pratipats should be taken apart from the Context. 




I 


Pakaoija, as alternatives. Arthakritasya, for special reasons. 

Ttichet, of this be urged. 

18. They might find place in the Jyotistoma as an 
al ternative for special reasons—if this be urged.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 


The context belongs to the Jyotistoma and so long as we can in 
some way or the other connect the Pratipat mantras with that sacrifice, 
there can be no justification for the dissociating them from (he context 
in which they are found. As for the mention of two yajanianas that may 
be taken as an alternative method. To meet those special cases in which 
the single yajamfuia by himself may be incapable of finishing the 
sacrifice. 
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n Na. not 80. ^ : Piakvit 6 b> of the original sacrifice, Ekasamyogat, 

being connected with one only. 

19. Reply : Xot so ; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) is connected with one only* — 19. 

The word ‘ PrakvtV here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms 
the subject of the Context; audit might have been meant to indicate 
that, being the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yajavuhia 
in the Jyoti^toma cannot be superseded ; thougli that which is indirect¬ 
ly implied could be rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, 
we know that the singleness of the yajamdna is directly enjoined specially 
as we find that whether tho JyoLif^torna is laid down as to be performed 
with a view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty, tlie 
i/ajamdna is distinctly mention as one only, as is shown by the use of the 
word ‘ yajela' Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significance 
to the singular number of that verb ; in fact, we shall show later on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to he attached to it. 

The leaving oil of certain accessories ol the Jyot^toma^ on account 
of the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them all out entirely, that has 
been brought forward by the PilrvapdJif^ij —is also based upon the 
declaration * the Sacrifice should be performed in such a way as one person 
may be able to perform itand in other cases also we find the word 
‘ one/ whicli shows tliat the leaving off allowable is meant to refer to 
other accessories (aud not to the number of yajamdnas) ; as for instance, 
leaving off tlie exact amount of the ‘ gift,* the sacrifice can be fully accom¬ 
plished by one person. Then again, inasmuch the number ‘ one* is found 
both in the originative injunction (of the Jyoliitonfia)^ as well a. in 
that of Its actual performmice, we cannot but attach due significance to 
that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the original 
sacrifice of the Jt/oU*.?fo77ia has oxAy ono yajamdna, it does not fulfil the 
conditions of the use of the particular Pratipats in question ; and hence 
tliese latter must be taken apart from it. 

Nor can the Duality of the yajamdna be taken as referring 
to the presence of the wife of the yajamdna, -ihon, as her presence with 
her husband is a necessary condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could 
not liave been laid down as the condition for the use of a certain parti¬ 
cular Pratipat only ; andfurtlier, in the case of the word ' bahulhy ah,' 
inasmuch as it is distinctly found to denote the plurality of men, by 
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mailing it include the sacrifu er’s wives, we would be assuming, without 
sufficient grounds, an ekama compound made up of heterogenous ele¬ 
ments (one male and two females). 

In the case of the sentence ‘ hmume rasdnati, etc.’ (met with in 
connection with the Acffiyd/lfidfict) we have had tft accept the wife as the 
second person as there was no .other way of taking it; specially as the 
Ahddna is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in the way 
that we find the Dinyaf^a {Kulay<i) laid down. 

Then again inastnuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
■by the yajavidva accompanied by one or more wives, tliei'e won Id, accord¬ 
ing to you, always be' two’ or ‘ three’ ' yajamAnns’ ; and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditioriB laid down for the use of the Pratipats in cjuestion 
these would come to be used on all occasions; and the P?'Ott 2 rot that i.^ 
laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyoti^~ 
toma would never be used, and would become wlmlly useless; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those Pratipats that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must he admitted that the Pratipats in question 
are to be taken apart from the Context. 


Adhikarana. X.—The Jdyhni is not to he separated from 

its context. 

^ J4ghnl cha, .I4ghiii also. EkadeiatvAat, because it is a part. 

20. The J%hni also(woxtld be taken apart), “ because 
it is a part.”—20. 

VVe now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors 
being taken apart from tlieir context. 

In connection with the Dar.sa PAivamasa, we find the sentence 
' Jdohanya patv-tl} safiydjaynnti'; and as this .admits of two distinct con¬ 
structions, bearing upon tlie comparative predominance and subservient 
character of the two factors (in the sentence),—there arises a doubt as to 
its actual meaning. Tliat is to say, (1) if the sentence he taken as laying 
down the Patiitsamijdjas as purificatory rites for the purification of the 
Jdyhaui (the animal’s tall), then, inasmuch as the object of purification 
would bo the piedominant factor, it could not be removed from its place ; 
and consequently, the Patnisamydjas wouki be taken to where the Tail 
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be, and not vke vcrsd. And inasnnich ae the ordinary animal’s 
Tail would bo of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that forms the object 


of purification (by means of the Pointsamydjas ; consequently the Tail 
of the animal that has served its purpose in connection with the Ayn{- 
jomfj/a would come to be taken as that to be purified (by the Patnisam- 
yii'jas [and thus, in this case, there would be a removal of the I ail fiom 
all connection with the Davsa Pilvi^aniasa]. (2)' If, on the otliei hand, 
the sentence be taken as laying down the Tail (with reference to the 
PatnisamyAjas, then, in that case, inasmuch as tlie idea of the sentence 
being a reference to the subject of the Context does not entirely dis¬ 
appear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong to the Dar«a- 
PitniamAsa [and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tad from 
the Context.2 

On this question, then, we have the following : 

rURVAPAIvSA. 


“(1) Because the Tail helps the Dam-Pjtniannlsn indirectly ;-(2) 
because that which helps directly in the body of the sacrifice is the inoro 

important(3) because the other (i.c. the Po/nisamyajo) being enjoine<l 

by moans of the verbal root (in ‘ samyajayet’) is more approximate to 
the Injunction (4) because, inasmuch as any single part of an animal 
(the 'fail) could not justify the employment of the whole animal, it would 
be necessary to take it out of the animal that has been used elsewhere 
and hence in that case the SamyiMa would come to have the character of 
a Pratipati.ia 7 nslfara (the setting aside of that which has been used); 
therefore the sentence in question must be taken as laying down the 
pu'ification of the Tail of the animal used in connection with the 
Agn't<}oiniya ] and hence it must be taken apart from the (/ontext(of 
the Darka PAwamasa).'’ 




Chodana vft, it must bo taken as the injunction, si Apflrva- 

tv&t, because it is something new. 

21. It must be taken ns the injunction (of the tail) , 
because it is something not nlready enjoined elsewhere. 21. 

COMMENTARY 


The Siddbanta embodied in the sfitra, is as follows. 

As a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart 
from the Context; because if the Tail were referred to as something 
to be purified (by means of the PatnisamayAjas), then that would have been 









MSA SUTRAS. HI AnilYAVA 


unction being taken apart; as a matter of fact, Jiowever, 
Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Sacrifice, exactly 
accessories, in the shape of Butter a/id the like ; so that 
justification for its being separated from the context. 




92 . (Objection) “ But the Tail is a part/’—22. 

“ ft has been argued in the Pij,rvapak,^a that, inasmuch as the 
Tail is a ef the animal,—and as the orginative injunction speaks 
of it as related to something already existing,—it could not be utilized, 
etc., etc/ ■ And to this argument the Sutra offers the following reply :— 

5T \ ^\ \ 


n Na, not BO. Prakriteh, of the original, A^dstratv^lt, 

being obtained by non-scriptual means, 

23. Not so ; because the original (Darsa-Phrnainasa 
Jaghani, Tail) is obtained b}' non-scriptural means.—23. 

OOMMENTAjRY. 


Under the circumstances, that alone would liave been useless which, 
without taking up the original, could not be recognised ; e. g in the case 
of the sentence * uttardrdhat svi^tahrte' 'vadyatr in tin's what is to be 
offered is not recognizable without a reference to the original C^ake). 
The word ' Jdghavt' however is, like (he word * ’ and the like 

denotative of a certain Umh of the animal ; and as such, it could be very 
easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal for the pui'pose, 
or oven out of the animal that has been used for another purpose ; specially 
as ill the s^Ura \Ritpam vd semhhiitmt'li is shown that an accessory 
could be used by whatever method it may be produced or obtained. Noi¬ 
ls it impossible for the ^Jaghani to be known apart from the rest of the 
body; for we actually find rueat-vcndoi’s selling the bodies of animals, 
limb by limb; and trertiiinly the *Jd({hanf (Tail) could be obtained by 
purebaBe, from these vendors. Nor again is it necessary that it slioiild be 
obtained from the goat ; as all that is laid down in the text is only the 
particular limb, * TaiP In fact, in the Agnishomiya also, it is quite possible 
for tho * Heart ^ etc. to be obtained by purchase or other ordinary means; 
though it is so, yet in the case of these, as we find their paitioular ^class* 
and method of obtaining distinctly specified as ‘by killing ' and all the 
rest,—we do not have recourse to purchase, or other onlinary ineans^ for 
obtaining these. But in the case of the7*aii! we have no such means specified 
in the scriptures. 
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xho word PvdkrM is meant to give an idea of the Darki’Pii7*namas((^. 

Thus then it becomes established that the Jdghani {Tail) is an 
accessory in the perfornie^^ along with Barsa-Purminasa \ 

and assncli is to be used as an optional alternative for Butter. 


Adhihirana XI. — The joining of the slabs should find 
a ■pla.ee among the sansthds. 

?5R'S^qT^?n^ i i 

Santarclanam. the joining together, Prahritau, in the original 

saerilice. wwa Krayajjavat, Hire the purchase. AnarthalopAt, on 

account of the non-clisappearatico of its x.sefiilnesB. ’Bim Sy4t, should find a 
place. 

24. “ The Joining Together should find a place in llie 

original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
does not disappear.” — 24. 

Wo norv proceed to consider the cases of conflict and non-conflic‘- 
bcUveen Syntactical Connection and Context. 

In connection with the •Jyoti'itoma we find two slabs of stone laid 
down, to serve as the receptacle upon wdiich the Soma should be pounded ; 
and with reference to those stone-slabs, we have the declaration 'Dtrgha- 
some-savtrdydd-dhrtyai,’— that is, ‘liaving separated the two slabs one 
should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti.' With reference 
to the word ‘ Dinjhasoma ’ in this sentence, there arises a doubt, as to (o) 
whetlier it applies to the original sacrifice (the i/yoftjfoma), as indicated 
by tiie Context, (6) or it applies to such sacrifices as extend over longer 
periods of time, and as snch not being compatible with the Context, has 
to be taken apart. On the point in question we can have also the following 
alternative, (aj the word applies to the Jyotii;.tomu itself. (f>) or to the 
Jyotigoma as performed by a tall (‘Dirghu’) yajamAva, (c) or to the 
I’ktha and other aamasthds or parts (of the Jyotl^tomaA, {d) or to the 
Salvo, and Aluna sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or to all 
sacrifices excepting tlie Agniiftoma (which is the first samaslM of the 
J yotif^Uima. 

On this question we have the following; — 

Preliminary Pui-vapali^a.—" Because the word 'Dirghasoma' 
is applicable to the Jyoti^toma as compared with snch shorter sacrifices 
as the I^ti, the Pam sacrifice, the Darvi homa ami the like,—(2; because 










piJrva-mimamsA-sOtims. in aduyaya. 




ilie purpose served hy tlie joinmg togetlie]*/ the strength of the pounding 
??lab is quite applicable to the Jijoti^toma, (3) because the Injunction of 
‘ not-joining together,’ could be taken as an optional alternative (to the 
^ joining together just like the alternative of vrihi and yam^ —tliereforo, 
for the Hake of the Context, the ‘ joining together ’ should not be taken 
apart from it. 

The expresBioii ‘ like PurchaBO ’ may be explained as an instance 
of the non-disappearame of iLsefidness brought forward without any 
reference to tlie Injunction of ‘not-joining together.’ 

riio objection l>eing—‘ Inasinucli as the Jyoii^pma sacrifice takes 
very little time to finish, tlieve would not be much use in the said joining 
/of/ct/ier of the pounding slabs being done in connection with that sacri¬ 
fice,'—we have the reply—that does not much ailect the question, as the 
jomiiKj together will still have its use, ‘ like the Purchase.’ That is to say, 
the actual price of the Soma not being very much, and its purchase having 
been accomplished by the payment of any o?ic of the prescribed articles 
‘-cloth and (he rest—in oxchange, one still gives to the owner all 
these articles, in keeping with the scripfcuial text laying down all these 
articles as to be given in exchange for the So7na ; and though the payment 
of thene latter is not necessary, yet it is not altogether nseloss, serving the 
X)urpose of still furtlier winning the good graces of the owner ; because 
it is well-known that the scriptures declare the fact of prosperity resulting 
from the purchase of fio?no, if elYected to the entire satisfaction of its 
original owner. In the same manner, even though the unjoined slabs 
would be quite efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyoti^tomay 
yet, inasmuch as v;e are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on 
the strengthened slabs hrings about prosperity, the ’ joining together,’ 
done in accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
entirely useless ''even in the Jyotistoniay' 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ joining together ’ is not 
to be taken apart from the Context.” 

PliEniMlNARY SIDDHANTA. 


Utkarsabi removal. ^ Va, certainly, Grahau<It, on account 

of die mention. Vifesasyaof the speciality. 

25. It should be taken apart; because of the men¬ 
tion of the speciality.—25. 
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COMMENTARY. 





On account of the Syntactical Oonnection of the ‘ joining togetlior ’ 
u lth the ‘ Dircjhnsoma ' the former must be tahen apart from the Context. 

Because, an object is known as ‘ long ’ (Dj>, 7 M only when it is 
coinpavefl with another tiling of the same kind which is shorter than itself. 
Consequently, one Soma-smrijice could be known as ‘ Long,’ only in com¬ 
parison with another Soma sacrifice; and it could not be spoken of, in 
compiarison with such sacrifices as the /#»', the Faki the Darvihoina and 
the like (which have no connection with Soma ; because these latter do 
not belong to the same class (as the Jyotistoma and the other Soma- 
sacrifices), and because they are not spoken of in the Context; and it is 
only when the two relative tiienibers of the comparison are mentioned that 
they are differentiated into the ‘ Long ’ and the ‘ Short,’r-and in the case 
in question we do not find the etc., mentioned, in comparison with 
wliich the Jyotk^ma could be spoken of as ‘ T^ong.’ 

cF?f^T II 11 

wj'ift Kartrito, pertaining to the performer. ViBesasya, the speciality. 

'rannimittatvat, being baaed upon it. 

20. “The speciality could be taken as pertaining 
to tlio pevf oviYiGV as it is upon him that it is based. — 26. 

“So long as we could interpret the word ‘ Mu keeping 

with the indications of tho Context, it is not proper to entirely reject this 
Context. And as the matter of fact, ^ve find that it can be taken as 
pertaining to the Performer. Nor would that make any difference in tfie 
accent, as regards the compound ; because in any case wo have the acute 
accent upon the last syllable ; consequently we must expound the com¬ 
pound as the Oenitive Tatpuru^a ‘ Dirghasya puru^asya t^ornali.y 

^rr u II 

Kratuto, pertaining to the sacrifice. ArthavAclanupapateb, 

on account of the inexplicability of the Arthavacla. SyAt, shotild be. 

27. It must pertain to the sacrifice ; as, other¬ 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Ai’thavada ivould not be explicable.]— 27. 

The epithet ‘ Lmg’ must pertam to the Sacri^ce ; (and not to the 
Sacrificer; and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadhdrya 
Dirghaschdeau aomaf}) 






Pljm-A.MniAM8A-St)TRAS. Ill ADHYAYA. 

Ar?w^r; — The chief reasDn for this is that it is only when the coni- 
poiind is tlms explaiiiefl tliat we have tlie direct significulioiis of the 
component words ; otherwise (if tlie coinpoinul be taken as the Genitive 
Tatpiivnf}a) one of the words qiialilios sornetliing wiicily different (namely 
the Sacrificer), and tliat would make the direct primaiy significations of 
tfio words incompatible. 

Thus then, when we come to think of the exireinely large quantities 
of So7na to be pounded, we come to desire much strength and durability 
in the pounding slab; and in that case tlie injunction contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would bo found to serve a visi¬ 
ble purpose (that ol making tlie slab strong by ^ joining together ’ tlie 
two slabs), Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
(lurability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose. 

vSo also, the Arthavada contained in the word ‘ D/^p^/y (77 ' points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound. 

For theso reasons, it must be admitted that the joining together 
should be taken apart from the Jyoti^toma itself. 

'?R«!rrerH¥raig ii u 

SamatliA^oUn, in the case of the Samcthiia. Kartrivnt, lik the 

perfoi-mer. wmTuiftsl.ni; DlulraoArthflvii6hAt, the mention of Dliriti being equal. 

28. “ In the case of (the word ‘ Dirghasoina ’ applying 

to) the Sanisthas also, the mention of ‘ Dhatyai would be as 
mexplicable as in that of (the epithet ‘Dirglia’ belonging to) 
the Performer.”—28. 

This Slltra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to the 
following argninent of the Siddhavta : It is possible that the ‘ joining 
together ’ may not find a place in the first Sarnsthd —the Agni§toma—o( 
the .hjoti^toma ; but it could pertain to the otlier mnsthdu—tho 
Ukthya and the rest,—which are ‘longer’ than the Agni^toma, and by 
connecting with which we keep our interpretation in keeping with tlie 
Context. Consequently, wo must take the ‘ joining together ’ as finding a 
place in all the three samKthds ; specially as the fact of tlie mmsthds 
belonging to tlie same Context as the Jyoti^toma has yet to be refuted 
by the Samufliddkiharavn (III—vi— 4.1 et $eq.) Or, even if there he a 
distinct Context of the tlien too, it would be only in those 

accessory details that are of use in the Agniijtoma, wherein the ‘joining 
together ’ could he precluded, on account of the contradiction involved in 
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"0 mixture of tlie necessary and the unnecessary qualifications. Conse¬ 
quently we must admit that tlie 'joining together ’ should have a place in 
die second and subsequent Samsthds (sections) of the Jyoti^{oyna, 

As against these ai'gninents we have tJje above sutra^ which forniu- 
hitcs the following. 

FINAL PtlRVAPAKSA. 


'^Inasinucli as the quantity of soma used in everyone of the 
samsthds is the same as in the AgDistoma) the W(»rk of the pounding too 
in eveiyoiie of these would be exaclly similar «n.n(l hence the eulogy 
' dhrtyai' ( — for the sakf> of making it strong and durable) would be 
as useless in this interpretation, as in that in which tlie Performer 
(isheld to be qualiiied by epitliet ‘ Dirgha). 

That is to say, though the subsequent samsthds take a longer time 
in performance <than the first 8(fmstM\ yet in every one of these, the 
quantity of soma pounded is only ‘ ten-handfuls,’ as per injunction daAa 
mushtlvmimite, which is applied, by implication, to every one of the 
siimsthds of the Jyotistmia. Tims tlien tlie strength and durability 
required (in the pounding slab; being the same in all cases, the absence 
of perceptible use and Arthavdda (in ‘ dhytyai ’) remain as inexplicable as 
in the former case. 


Thus then the inexplicability oi''Dhrtyai'' being comnioi) in the 
case of all samsthds the ‘joining together’ should be taken apart from 
the latter samsthds also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyoth^- 
toma), 

F/NAL .SIODHANTA. 

cfT ii Ri u 

WJrrf^ UktliySdisu, to the Ukt^ya etc. m Vd, really, Artliasya, 

iho meaning. Vidyamanatvdt, being applicable. 

29. It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest: 
because the significations of the words are quite applicable 
to them.—29. 


For reasons shown above, the ‘ joining logethor * should find a 
place in the samsthds of the Ukthya and the rest. And as an 
increase in the number of offerings would mean a corresponding 
increase in the quantity of tlie substance to be offered, the Arthaedda (con¬ 
tained in the word * dhrtyai ’; would be quite explicable in this case. As 
for the assertion, that ‘the quantity of ice would be increased by 

the addition of water;’—it is not admissible; because inasmuch as the 
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SHcrifice is laid down as to be perforiiied with the sovia no other substance 
could rightly be added to it, without the authority of a direct scriptural 
declaration to the effect Consequently under such circumstances, it 
would be the quantity of the,,^’ 077 ?a itself that should liave to he increased. 
But then this increase cannot be either in the thickness of the bundles or 
in the number of joints (because of these two being restricted to‘ten- 
luiudfuls’ and ‘ three joints ’ respectively); consequently, the only way in 
wdiich the quantity of soma jtiiae could be lawfully increased would be by 
getting hold of such pieces of the plant as have their joints at longer 
intervals than is ordinarily the case ; and in this manner we would havo 
increased the quantity, and yet kept within bounds of the restrictions 
as to the measure of soma and also preserved the compatibility bf the 
Context and the word * Dtrghasoma ^ because the ‘lengtli’ of the pieces of 
the creeper would justify us in calling the soma itself ‘ long.’ 

11 u 

AviKes^t, eqiially. Stutih, the eulogy. VyarthA, mean¬ 

ingless. ^ Itichet, if thus be urged. 

30. The opponent urges that the eulogy would 
be equally useless in the case of the Ukthyas also.”—30. 

COMMENTARY. 

For tlie Jyotistoma ten-liamlfuls of the sonia-stieks are laid down, and 
as the Ukthya, etc., are only parts of the Jyotistoma the qiiantity shoidd 
be the same in these also. So tliat there is no sense in the praise of the 
slabs as being conducive to firmness. 




\\\\ II 


ww Syat, would be. Anityatvdt, not being universally applicable. 

31. “ There would be some sense in the praise, as 

the restriction is not universal.”—31. 


COMMENTARY. 

The answer to be above objection is that the limit of ten handfuls 
is not meant to apply to all sacrifices so that in the case of any sacrifice 
if the number of offerings is a large one, the use pounding of a larger 
quantity would be quite justified and it is with a view to such cases that 
we have the word Dhritye. 
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Ahiharna XI L— The lyrnlnhhwn of the Pravargya 
refers to the First Perforviance. 


SankhyAyuktain, the sentence mentioning the number. kratob, 
to the sacrifice, mmm prakari?4t, on account of the context. ^ sydt, should be. 

32. “ The sentence mentioning the number would 

apply to the whole sacrifice ; because of the Context.^’—32. 

The Pravargya m mentionecf without reference to any particular 
sacrifice, in the sentence \yat prararyyam pravrnjaiiti' ; and it is only by 
the syntactical connection ot such sentences as * piirastddupasaddin 
pravargyan-cliaranti ’ that it becomes connected vvitli a sacrifice ; and this 
Pravargya betakes itself to the Jyotktoma, in accordance with the SiUra 
—2; specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrilico 
that tbo Upasads are laid down ; and by the time that these would go 
over to the likrtis, on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also 
go to them. It i^ for this reason that tlie Bh^ya has BsJiiX—Jyoti^ovic 
pravargyarn prakrtya sriiyate (though in reality tlie Pravargya is not 
mentioned in the Context of Jyoti^torna), 


Or it may be that,—inasmuch as in the Kauptahi-BrAhviarLaj it is 
in the Jyoti.^toma-Gontext that we find the Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,—the Zf/i%t/a-statement is based upon a re¬ 
ference to this fact. 


In regard to this Pravargya^ it is declared—‘ na prathame yajne 
pravpnjydt ’ one should net perform the promrgya in the first sacrifice ’). 


And with reference to this lara sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether the expression * First Sacrifice ’ refers to the Jyoti^tovia with all 
its samsthds and all its various developments, or to only the first perform- 
anc.e of that sacrifice. 


And on this, we have the following 

pOrvapaksa. 

“(1) Because the expression is co-extensive with * sacrifice^; (2) 
because the word (irst^) is distinctly found to be synony¬ 

mous with the ' Jyoti^foma, an found in tlie seuten^ * esha vdva pra- 
tharndyajiidnani jjijjyotishpmah' ; (3) because the sentence ya etena 
etc.' shows that the Jyothtoma is the sacrilice't^be performed 
before all other sacrifices, wdiich shows that the word ‘ First* applies to 








wmsr^y 



and b'Pcanse of tliC indications by the Context (in which 
tJie sentence under consideration occurs^,—[the expression ‘ First Sacri¬ 
fice ' should be taken as referring to the whole of the Jyoti^toma], 


naiinitthikam, relative, w Vfl, really. Kartrisanyog&t, 

through the coiiiiection of the performer. Liugasya, the indicative power, 

nfiftwarn TannimittatvAt, being determined by that. 


33. It (the ‘ First ’) is conditionally relative, through 
the connection of the Performer ; because the Indicative 
Power (of the won!) is actitally determined by that.—33. 


If the word ‘ P^’athama ’ First’) were a name of the Jyoti^toma it¬ 
self, then what has been said in the PArvapak?a would be quite admis¬ 
sible. As a matter of fact, however it is sound to be expressive of the 
Performance. 

That is to say, wliat the word ‘ Pratliama ' actually denotes is that 
operation of the performer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
any particular Action ; and it is only by its connection with the said opera¬ 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also ; but this loo would 
be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 
that pointed out. Specially as when one is found to be going on wdth the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyoti4oma'\, he is not spoken 
of as ‘ performing the first ’ ; nor is one, who is not actually performing 
a sacrifice, called ‘ the performer of tlie first sacrifice.’ 

' Thus then, the word ‘ First ’ having been shown to be denotative of 
the first operation, if it be, applied by indireet indication, to that which 
has that as it? qualifteation (the Jyolistoma sacrifice f. i.) then 

'hilt would involve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it ; e. g. in the 
sentence ‘ e?a vdra i»'athanio yajnanam, &c ’ Tn the case in question, 
however, we do not hud the cliaracter of ‘ First ’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargyn'' ; connsequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply it to the wecriyict) (Jyoti.jtoino), oven in course of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances fby the same sacriticer) w'ould he 
very much remoter indeed ! 
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AdJdkarna XIII. — The grinding of Pksa’.s share is t& 
he done at the Vikrti sacrifices. 


Paus^iam, pertaining to. P(i8£.’n. W Peaaiiam, grinding. 
Vikiritau, in the ectype. Pratiyeta, should be understood, AchodanAt, 

on account of non-impression, Prakritau, in regard to the archetype. 

34 . The giinding of Pusa’s share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes : because it is not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes.—34. 


[In connection with the Dar^a-PttrvamdsOy vve find the sentence 
Tasvidt Pildfa pi^apidabJidgahy (idatkohi sah (‘ Thus then Pii§an has his 
share ground, because he is without teetli V; ttnd in regard to this there 
arises the question as to where this grinding is to be done in the 
Vikrti sacrifice or in the Prakrti.] And on this question we have a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context; and lienee, in 
accordance with the ‘ Law of the joining-together,’ III—iii—24 ct seq,), 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti ; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhikarana, 


Adhikarna XIV.— The Grindmg of Pnsa's shave 
applies only to the Ric^. 

PURVAPAKSA. 

11 I'i. ti 

nn T4t, that. Sarv&rthara, must pertain to all. AvittoeAt 

on account a non-distinction. 

35 . “ The grinding applies to all offering materials 

equally ; because of non-distinction.— 35. 

“ Whatever may be the particular material to be offered to Pu^an, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the animal Body,— it is necessary to grind ^t ; ns 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Griding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply.” 











pOrva mImamsa-sOthas. m adhvaya. 


SlDmiANTA. 



i 


Charaii, iri regard to tiie grain. «jt VA, really. «w^«’ Artlioktam, it 
fievvea tbe iisoful purpose, Puroddse, in the cake. Arth* 

vipratieedhat, iiicongrinty to the use. Paiaii in regard to the animal. 
*T ^ NaeyAt, could not apply. 


36. But It should apply to the grain only ; because 
in the case of the Cake, it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it; and in the ease of the animal 
body, it could not apply to it, because of incongruity.—36. 


In the case of the animal body, there would be a deficiency in the 
character of the Primary offering. Because the P.i‘iinary offering has 
been recognized as being in the shape uf the Hearty etc,; and this could 
be clone only by cutting these limbs out of the body. lint when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Even though it might be possible to make those shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flesh, yet in this case tlie names Mleart ’ and the rest 
would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesli only secondaiily,— 
just like the name 'gamya' to the animal made of clay; and that 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘ the piece is to bo cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, etc. have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or 
Rice), that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering 
material, and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposeR served by 
it ; consequently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken 
as applying to the Grain, 


(i (I 

37. (Objection ).—“ In the case of the Grain also.’'—37. 


[In the case of the Grain also, we find that the word ‘ Charu ’ (‘ cooked 
grain’) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and 
cooked ; and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, 
not distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked fl(;ur, whicli would lead to 
as gi\‘at an * incongruity ’ as the grinding of the minimal Body.'] 





misr/f^ 



38. (Reply ). — Not so; because it is the name of a 

peculiaiiy-eooked preiDaration.^ — 38. 

There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of tlie Omm. 
Because the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience ; 
and it is a matter of ordinary experience that it is a certain cooked pre¬ 
paration tliat is called ‘ Chant ’ (cooked grain). 

That is to say, tliough the word ‘Cliaru ’ is used in tl'c sense of the 
‘cooked rice ’ and ‘ C/turit-bread,’ —yet Inasmuch .as cue and the same word 
could not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word ‘ Charu’ as signifying that element which is common to the 
‘ cooked rice and the ‘ bread and that element consists in the fact of 
the (1) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2} 
in that of its being hot inside, and (11) in that of its being thoroughly well 
cooked. 


Adhiltarana XV.-—The Grinding of Pusa’s Share finds 
place only in that Charu which is dedicated to Pusan alone. 

II II 

Ekasmin, pertaining to one deity. Ekasanyog&t, on account of 

connection with one. 

39. (There should be a grinding of the Charu) only 
when there is one (Deity); hecause (the mention of grinding 
is) connected with one (Deity) only . — 39. 

Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding is to 
he done also when the offering of that Charu is meant for two Deities— 
Indra and Pu§an, — or only when it is meant for Pusan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Chatjrrd/ia- 
karava ’ and the ‘ Indrapita ' Adhikarava (III— i — 26 et. seq., and Ill— ii 
—27 et. seq.), — we (omit the Piirvapaksa and) start off with the — 

SrnDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as we find the sentence, under consideration, which lays 
down the grinding, speaking of Pd?an alone as having his ‘share ground,’ 
the Grinding would apply to that Charu alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant for) PH^an only. 
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40. Also becimse of the incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other Charu.) 40. 

For tlj6 following reason also, the grinding (should be (lone only to 
tliat Charu which is meant for Pfi^an alone :—In the case of the Charu 
meant for two deities (Phsan and Indra), would you gi’itid the whole of 
it or only half ? If the latter then the cooking of it would be deranged ; 
and if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. 

That is to say, if only half of the C7mni were ground and the other 
half left ungi'ound, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; conaoquentlj", if the whole thing would bo 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flour.) A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
a ‘cooked rice ’ of the ground grain also ; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the PArvapaksa). It might he 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the lire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
by the same time). But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the sake of Pitman, Indra’s share were 
also ground, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up ; and if 
the portion of one Deity liappened to bo offered to another, that would 
mean a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 

pOryapaksa. 

^ m apiv&, but. Sadwiti^^e, where there is a second also, 

’wm Syilt, should be. Devatdniinittatwdt, on account of being due 

to the character of the deity. 

41. “ Even in a case where Pfisan is coupled with 
another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the presence 
of that Deity (Pfisan) is the only condition (laid down for 
it).”-41. 
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We could have the grinding even in those casee where we had 
Pfi§an coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid 
down either for that offering which is meant for Pfl^an alone, or for 
that which forms part of the sacrifice to Piisari;—then, iu that case, 
there could have been no grinding in regard to the Gharu meant for two 
Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that tlie only condition laid down 
for the Grinding is the presence of and not any substance 

qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 
of a sacrifice is pervasire (that is, the Deific character pervades as one 
complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), though 
the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Pusan) could not be 
spoken of as ‘ one qualified by PA^an as its Deity/ yet by this it is not 
meant that either Pw^any or his Portioriy does not exist in connection 
with that sacrifice ; as will be dcv^lared in connection with the Manold 
(in Adhydya X) tliat ‘ though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
mean that he does not inhere in it.’ Consequently, even if the deific 
character does not belong to Pilsan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of 
Pilsany even when the Gharu would be meant for two Deities (Indra and 
Pusan),—it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of Pilsan 
alone, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Sdtra X—iii — 
53 ; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of this portion of 
the GliarUy then In accordance with the * .Law of Kdmyabhoji (which 
makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat out of the Kdnsya vessel, 
for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance which makes it necessary 
for Itiin to eat out of such vessel, and for whom it is necessary to eat only 
of what has been left by liis Teacher), as the condition of even that ^hich 
may be the secondary factor might affect that of the other, the Portion 
of the other Deity also would come to be ground, for the sake of the 
grinding of Pus^a’s portion); and there would be nothing objectionable 
in this. If, liowever, it be found undesirable to do something (the 
grinding of Indra’s portion) not directly laid down, and it be concluded 
to grind only the Half meant Cor Pus^an,—even then, the proper cooking 
of both (the ground and the unground grain) could be done by some 
clever stroke of the culitiary art. Or we could very legitimately do 
away with the necessity of the minor details of the fact of the cooking 
of both being simultaneous, or that of both being cooked in the same 
vessel; and thus we should do the grinding fof Pfi^a’s portion even in 
the case of the Gharu being meant for both Indra and Pfl^an). 
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It has been argued above (under Siltra 39) that ‘ the Laws of the 
Ghaturdiidhavana and that of Indrapita would apply to the case in ques¬ 
tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
words of the sentence laying it down).’ And to this we make the 
following reply : As for the compound (in ^ Indrapita'") and the vvord 
formed by a nominal aflix; {ie, ^ Aejneya'), those can never appear in 
conneotion with Riioli words as are incapable of affording the sense 
required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
admit the capability of the expressive of one Deity referring to that 
which belogns to two Deities. That is to say, in the case of the words 
* Agn&ya' and ‘ Indra^yita^' we find that they are fully capable of referring 
to Agni and ludra respectively, and as such cannot in any case refer to 
that which belongs to two Deities ; but in the sentence under considera¬ 
tion we find that the word ‘ Ptim does not occur in a compound, (and 
lienee there is no exclusive capability belonging to it) ; hence even though 
the compound ‘ Prapiftahhdgah* is dependent upon something else, yet 
a reference to the Garu meant for two Deities does not deprive the word 
^ Pu^fP of any recognized capability ; and hence there can be . notliing 
objectionable in speaking of tlie ojfering meant jor Inclra and Pilsan as 
^ one meant for Pdsan.” 

II 8^ H 

42. “ Also becaiise we perceive an Indicative Force.” 


—42. 

“ Tlio reason (for grinding) that is given is- 'hcmiiise Pd^an is with¬ 
out teeth' ; and this clearly indicates that the Grinding depends npon, 
and is conditioned by, the Deity. \nd certainly I’llsan does not become 
endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity; hence the condition 
(for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, it is necessary to 
do the Cfrinding Specially as it is thus alone that we could reconcile 
the following declarations : ‘ We should offer the Oharu meant for Soma 
and Pil.^an, half of which has been ground’;—‘In the case of two-Deity 
offerings, half of the Cham should 'oe ground and half unground.’ And 
that tliis is the right course is also indicated by the fact of the presence 
of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition for having recourse to 
Grinding.” 

11 8^ u 

Vaeban^t, through the direct injunction, Sarvapes^iara, the 
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grinding of all. Tamprati, 'with regard to tliat. ^h^etravattv^t, 

scripturally authorised, Arthfihh4vdt, there being no use. Hi, 

because. ^ Charau, in regard to the charn. Apesanam, negation of 

grinding, Bhavati, there is. 


43 . “ If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 

would have the Grinding of all (offering materials); and 
with reference to that (tlie unqualilied Soina-Pausna offer¬ 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised ; and 
it wordd be of the Cliaru that there would be no Grinding ; 
as there would be no use for it.”—43. 


“ (In regard to the sentence * somdpauh:ian chariinmrvapet nemapi^ 
etc,') it might be argued that * inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
sentence, the expression jumapi^tam could not have the desired indi¬ 
cative force ; in fact it would point to the contrary view.’ And in view 
of this objection, we exidain as follow^s : If this were an Injunctive sen¬ 
tence, then, inasnuich as it would not be right to have an injunction 
of many things by a single sentence, the ‘ grinding of half’ wwdd be 
the object enjoined ; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
either to the ‘ Charu,' or to ‘ Somdpatma ; and with reference to which¬ 
soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
qualified by the other,—and hence the grinding would come to have an 
universal application ; and as such all the offerings would have to be 
ground ; and in that case one of the two words (‘ ChavtC or ‘ Somdpav^- 
na) would become useless. That is to say, if we were to take the 
Injunction as * that whicli is the Charu should be half-ground,’ then the 
grinding coming to bo recognised as applyingto all Charns^ the word Somd- 
paupjta, as referring to only one of the Charus, w'ould become useless. If 
on the other hand, the Injunction be interpreted as that ‘ that which is 
Somapaiif^i^a should be half-ground,’ then too, the Grindwg would come 
to SLpp\y to all offering-matervils; because all that the word ' Sorndpanpja 
would indicate would be the character of being meant for the joint Deity 
Soma-Pxt^an ; and this would be equally ajqdicable to tlio Cahc and 
the Animal Body also (just as rnucli as to the Gkaim) ; and thus the word 
‘ Charum' would become absolutely useless.” 

“ Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that—i.r, 
with reference to the Somd-paiu^na even when unqualified (by * Charu’)— 
the gnnding would be scripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 
would be served by the qualification.” 
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In fact, in accordance with this view, there would be no grinding 
of the Gharn.^^ 

“ Thus tljen, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Charu ; and hence its 
mention (in the sentence ‘ somdpau^on cliarum^ eto^^) would be wholly 
useless. Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin¬ 
ing the relationship of the Charu with the Deity iSoma-Phsau, the 
‘ half-grinding is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an 
objec\t of Injunction). And thus this latter word, not forming part of 
an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired indicative force 
(assigned under SiU7*a 42).” 

siddhanta. 

' 

n ii 

Ekasiuin, to one only, m V4, really. <nWratn ArtbadbaTr'’atvat, 
becaxise it pertains to tbe resultant, Aindragnavat, aa iu tbe case of 

Itidra. Agni. wtr: Ubbayob to both, ^ Nasydt, could not pertain, 

ni^ff^wr^ Achoditatvvat, because it is not enjoined. 

44. It pertains to one only ; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apurva); consequently, it could not 
belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna, because 
it is not so enjoined. — 44. 

We could have the grinding only when P()..?an alone would bo the 
Deity, and not when lie would be joined by another Deity, because the 
grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion ; in fact it 
is laid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Pdijaii is the 
Deity. 

That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 
is no ‘Portion’ {Bhdga) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as the material beoomes the ‘ portion’ of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, the 
word ‘ Bhdga' (Portion) is made up of the root ‘ 6/taj’^,'.vith the affix 
‘ ghan,' iu the Accusative sense,—it being etymologifcally explained 
‘ hhapjate ( = ‘ sevyate') yah sa^h ‘ bhagali { = that which is accepted) ; conse¬ 
quently that which is accepted by one is his ‘ BMga’ (Portion). And as 
a matter of fact we do not dnd the Deity actually accepting the otlering ; 
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specially aa the tact of the Deity actually yartahing of the offering will be 
refuted later on, in AdhAya IX. In fact, even if the Deity were to- 
accept it,-yat, it could not have the capability of 
accessory, as also will be shown in Adhyaya IX (under the SMralX 4 
et^q). .Thus then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an 
accessory of the ‘ Portion’ as that of the ‘ Deity,’ it must be taken as an 
accessory belonging, through the sacrifice, to its residmnt Aptrva ;- 
as is shown by the first Adhikarana of Adhydya IX, as also by the 
‘ Devatddhiknrna (Adh. IX).’ The author of the Bhaeya has also referred 
to the same fact "of the grinding being an accessory of the sacrifice, by 
denying that of its belonging to the Deity. 




Hetumatrflm, mere supplementary reason. Adantatvam, 

absence of teetli. 


45. The absence o.f teeth is a mere suppleitientary 
reason.—45. 


It has been argued by the opponent that*' the mention of the reason 
‘ because he is without teeth’ shows that the grinding is an accessory of 
the Deity.” And to this we offer the following reply : —The sentence 
‘ because be is without teeth’ is an Arihavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or eorT’ohovatioe reason ; and as such it is only meant to 
be an eulogy of the particular accessory in question (viz. grinding) ; and 
as there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show that tlie 
accessory belongs to the Deity.” 


w u 

46. The other is an injunctive sentence.—46. 

Inasmuch as the * half-grinding’ has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsowhore, the sentence (, * SomApiaupavi, etc. ) would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Charu meant for the two deities Soma and PA,fan). And as the 
object of the Injunction is a qualified one, there would bo no syntactical 
split. And as in accordance with the law of the ArunMhikarar^a, the 
factoi’S spoken of in the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grinding could not pertain to all offering materials. As 
a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction conld be said to be less authoritative ; in the 
case in question however there is no miguaUfied Infimetion ; consequently 
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the sentence in question cannot bo taken as merelj^ indicative (and not! 
injunctive), ; 

For these reasons the Grinding must bo taken as pertaining to the’ 
Portion of a single Deity. . * 

Thus ends the Third Pada of Adhyayallf. 
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